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EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY

Section 1: Assessment of results
The Action surpassed its objectives within the Making Cities Resilient Campaign as well as UNDRR’s support to 
regional, national and local implementation and monitoring of the Sendai Framework. The Action was a 3-year initiative 
supported by the European Commission aiming to improve the understanding of, and capacity to address disaster risk 
and build resilience at the local level in crisis-prone pilot cities. The Action is a joint initiative by the United Nations 
Offi ce for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNDRR) and the United Nations Human Settlements Programme (UN-Habitat). This 
evaluation considers UNDRR’s 3 result areas. The Action built upon the concept, tools and processes offered under the 
UNDRR coordinated Making Cities Resilient Campaign, focusing on advocacy and raising awareness on disaster risk 
reduction and resilience at the local level (Result 1), supporting local authorities to self-assess resilience building 
progress and developing local resilience baselines using the Disaster Resilience Scorecard for Cities (Result 2) and 
facilitating the process of developing local climate and disaster resilience action plans (Result 4). 

During the €3.75 million 3-year Action, 1,826 cities joined the Making Cities Resilient (MCR) Campaign1, at a 
comparable rate to previous years and more than the 560 targeted. The Action supported 214 cities, more than the 
200 targeted, to better understand and assess their gaps in disaster resilience through facilitated preliminary 
disaster resilience scorecards assessments2. The Action also helped 23 cities, more than the 20 targeted, to develop 
disaster resilience action plans, opening pathways and highlighting challenges towards building resilience. Beyond 
achieving these targets, the action identifi es future challenges and opportunities for Making Cities Resilient and 
Sustainable within the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-20303. 

4 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 https://www.unisdr.org/campaign/resilientcities
2 https://www.unisdr.org/campaign/resilientcities/toolkit/article/disaster-resilience-scorecard-for-cities 
3 https://www.undrr.org/publication/sendai-framework-disaster-risk-reduction-2015-2030



UNDRR and partners designed the preliminary disaster resilience scorecard assessment, 47 indicators structured by 
the 10 Essentials for Making Cities Resilient4 directly mapped against the Sendai framework’s priorities and monitoring. 
Cities found the tools user-friendly. However, many mostly non-disaster risk reduction participants requested further 
clarifi cation of disaster resilience terminology and frameworks. Partners' feedback and scorecards show the 
workshop approach increases participants, awareness and shared understanding of disaster resilience to agree to 
multi-sector actions for mainstreaming into city budgets and plans. Importantly, the process brought local 
government departments together to discuss disaster resilience, often for the fi rst time, promoting multi-sector 
collaboration. However, few had signifi cant multi-stakeholder participation, limiting stakeholder’s voices and 
resources. Scorecard actions show the episodic nature of the workshop approach limits discussions to the 
experience and resources in the room. However, scorecards guided cities offi cials to agree on aspirational actions to 
include civil society, academia and especially the private sector. Solidifying this, half of the cities planned new 
institutional arrangements or platforms. 

Additionally, the preliminary scorecard guides cities to consider the needs and opportunities for resilience building 
outside cities’ direct control. These needs and opportunities include opening discussions on the role of the national 
government, transboundary issues and understanding future risk, including from climate change. However, the 
episodic workshop approach initiated momentum in understanding the benefi ts of collaboration. Thus, any 
agreement or action on collaboration was limited, with 14% of scorecards referencing climate change adaptation, 
mitigation or actors. Resource levels indicate that with political will, large cities can continue this initial momentum 
but smaller cities, some less than 10,000 people, require support.

The preliminary scorecards’ produce a baseline and awareness of initial steps to plan resilience building. Cities using 
the preliminary scorecard in this Action does not produce an action plan.

4 https://www.unisdr.org/campaign/resilientcities/toolkit/article/the-ten-essentials-for-making-cities-resilient 
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Cities self-assess resilience building progress using detailed disaster 
resilience scorecard assessments and develop DRR action plans (Result 4)
In contrast, spending on average €100,435 for each city, the UNDRR, partners and consultants supported 23 cities to 
understand resilience gaps with a detailed disaster resilience 117 indicator scorecard to agree a shared action plan. 
This investment galvanised the participation of both sectors and stakeholders, with most cities involving 
representatives from academia, civil society, or the private sector. Importantly, the plans articulated considered roles 
or actions for civil society, academia and the private sector. Resilience building is a long-term process and the action 
plans average fi ve-years. However, cities and partners articulate the need for continued support to implement plans 
and maintain an initial momentum for change. Support is required to further understand, plan, fi nance and implement 
climate and disaster resilience building from national, sub-national as well as global networks.

Cities self-assess resilience building progress using preliminary 
disaster resilience scorecard assessments (Result 2)
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The Action invested 35 times more in the 23 supported cities (€100,435 on average) than the 214 preliminary 
scorecard cities (€2,897 on average). As some partners said, you get what you paid for. For on average €2,897 per 
often isolated and hard to reach cities, cities got to increase their understanding of disaster resilience with initial multi-
sector discussions, benchmark current capacities and gaps as well as have initial guidance on ways forward. 
However, for €100,435, cities, sectors and stakeholders improved their shared understanding of risk to develop actions 
plans focused mostly on existing city budgets and plans but also including academe, civil society and the private 

Effi ciency

Section 2: Evaluation by criteria
The evaluation’s reasoned assessment criteria, defi ned in the inception stage, challenge the logframe targets and 
assumptions. The reasoned assessment criteria challenge assumptions and drivers of change relating to 
galvanising political and administrative support, the awareness and engagement of different stakeholders, 
mobilisation of resources for resilience building and availability of required information. This allows the evaluation to 
look beyond the assessment of results to extrapolate good practice and learnings for future implementation and 
support to Making Cities Resilient and Sustainable. 

Global practitioners designed the Action’s user-friendly and flexible tools, embedded within global frameworks. The 
self-assessment workshop approach comprehensively engaged city offi cials and highlighted challenges to robustly 
engage non-city stakeholders to express and discuss their needs and priorities directly and more importantly to 
explore opportunities to collaborate based on a shared understanding of risk. As shown in the 23 supported action 
plans, galvanising participation and forming collaborative actions requires space, time and contextualised approaches 
based on shared understanding and assessment. However, the approach needs to evolve to be more relevant to the 
needs and resources of national, transboundary, donor, climate and other stakeholders to increase the capacity to 
implement change, building on increased awareness and shared assessment. The self-assessment approach 
increases understanding of the scope of opportunities and actions to make risk-sensitive investments and decisions. 
This underscores the benefi ts of further connecting cities to UNDRR and other networks with disaster and climate 
approach’s and tools appropriate to different contexts. Looking towards Making Cities Resilient 2030 (MCR2030) 
programming, UNDRR through workshops and evolving guidance is continuing to introduce a range of tools available 
to different needs, capacities and contexts.

The Action aligns with the aims of the Commission’s Development Programme. Although the Action is likely coherent 
with country policies and other donor interventions, the products did not systematically leverage their fi nancial or 
policy support with the preliminary scorecards. Although, 83% of the action plans reference city strategic plans, only 
57% reference national plans and also 57% reference or aspire to align with climate strategy. Notably, national 
authorities or institutions participated in 65% of action planning processes. Whereas the exploratory nature of the 
preliminary scorecards introduces the idea of donors, most of the 23 supported cities plan to make bankable 
projects or have a funding strategy outside of existing city budgets, some mentioning INGOs, climate change trusts 
or plan to map donors. However, only 22% have a funding strategy or priced the action plan. Smaller cities need 
resources and expertise, from national or other sources, to turn this understanding of the need for bankable projects 
into actual projects. The Action highlights opportunities to evolve the approach to coherently create opportunities 
and bankable projects with donors, national as well as climate and development actors. The tools link to the Sendai 
Framework Monitor, opening opportunities with national reporting. The tools link directly to the Sendai Framework 
but few cities have long term national or international networks for climate and resilience building. UNDRR is 
evolving its Making Cities Resilient support to build networks to support implementation and fi nancing of actions for 
change. Cities and partners report few connections to climate resilience networks. 

Relevance

Coherence/Complementarity



7END OF ACTION EVALUATION

UNDRR and partners convening power, guidance and benchmarked tools added signifi cant value to initiate the process, 
to increase cities awareness and understanding of disaster and climate risk. Without the external intervention, few 
cities would have initiated the process within the Sendai Framework. A few cities are externally supported national or 
internationally supported city resilience initiatives such as from Rockefeller 100 resilient cities initiative.

Community value-added

Impact

Effectiveness 

The Action initiated a long-term process. Many commitments and actions are institutionalised, within cities and their 
departments, budgets and plans. The benefi ts of this are likely to continue, if supported by a well-positioned DRR focal 
point, albeit challenged by turnover and elections. Transboundary, collaborative or multi-stakeholder actions need 
further political and technical support to be realised and sustained, likely from national level for resource-poor cities. 
Cities have access to national as well as city-to-city networks and sharing, but with limited support on disaster 
resilience. However, UNDRR implements the Action aligned to its global aims that continue to evolve support for 
issues such as resilience fi nancing. Interviewees recognise the need to support drivers of continual change and 
overcome challenges to implementing and sustaining momentum over a long period. 

The Action met its targets, increasing cities and participants understanding and awareness of disaster risk with a 
shared analysis and associated actions. Additionally, in some cases, the Action contributes to developing or evolving 
risk profi les for integrating risk into urban plans. Importantly, action plans average 5-years, allowing opportunities to 
integrate the shared analysis further into city strategic plans. Agreed actions such as new laws, fi nancing and 
platforms are more aspirational in the preliminary scorecard than the 23 detailed scorecard and action planning cities. 
The Action benefi ted more directly city departments than non-city stakeholders. However, implementing partners note 
that participants now realise how their current work contributes to resilience and the opportunities to take a multi-
sector approach. The Action struggled to leverage fi nancing outside of city budgets. Only 3 of 23 cities priced the 
action plan. However, an additional 12, including all African cities, planned to engage external support to develop a 
funding strategy or bankable projects. Feedback from UNDRR regional offi ces and partners indicates that cities with 
less fi nancial resources seek opportunities to fund the action plans rather than prioritise aspects of the plan and then 
seek funding for selected priorities. UNDRR continues to support cities in resilience funding opportunities.

The Action achieved its objectives and outcomes, with most cities comprehensively completing both analysis and 
action plans. Cities workshopped and reached a considered agreement for an average of 68% of the indicators, they 
found appropriate to their context, identifying gaps with an appropriate action or a capacity with an appropriate 
confi rmation. Planned actions from the preliminary scorecard are understandably more aspirational than from the 
detailed scorecard and associated 23 action plans. This reflects the more signifi cant investment in facilitation as well 
as the space, time and political, technical and administrative commitment required to galvanise broad participation. 
This participation increased the quality of outputs with a shared understanding of risk and actions with stakeholders, 
often for the fi rst time, discussing collaboration and actions with a risk lens. Partners noted the approach needs to be 
calibrated to the capacity of the city. Larger cities likely benefi t from increased ownership of the process, whereas 
smaller cities require external intellectual and facilitating resources to access fi nance, support and network, which 
might not be pre-existing.

Sustainability

sector. Cities offi cials valued multi-country workshops and advocacy, noting the benefi ts of positive peer pressure and 
accessing a network of collaborators with similar challenges. The Action explored opportunities in improving 
effi ciency to address needs at scale. Successes were piloted in contextualising the approach at national level, 
localising resources, pooling national and city networks and knowledge to achieve replication at scale. However, the 
challenge remains to standardise approaches in different national and city contexts.



8 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Factors and challenges for the future

Conclusion
The results build logically to support cities make risk-sensitive investments and decisions. The Action initially 
increased awareness and commitment to city resilience as part of the Making Cities Resilient Campaign (Result 1). 
Then, through preliminary self-assessment increased multi-sector understanding of the opportunities and scope of 
disaster resilience for city-government offi cials (Result 2) guiding them to both initial and aspirational next steps. 
However, this level of understanding struggled to mobilise signifi cant multi-stakeholder and non-city resources for 
action. Result 4, supported 23 cities to invest additional resources to successfully involve civil society, academia and 
the private sector in a more comprehensive assessment and shared action plan for disaster resilience. Learning from 
these 23 cities, recognised the need for continual support for long-term implementation and broader non-city based 
engagement to increase impact. 

The Action is not standalone but operates within wider MCR and UNDRR activities, guided by the Sendai Framework. 
Within this context, UNDRR piloted contextualised national approaches to mobilise non-city based resources and 
achieve national scale. Similarly, the Action underscored for future Making Cities Resilient support towards action, that 
cities benefi t from different national, city-to-city and consultative support and networks demanded by the context and 
their capacities as well as progress from awareness to action. Small cities and the need for scale demand a national 
or other scalable approach with continued support including for fi nance and policymaking. Additionally, the Action 
recognises the opportunities and need to include climate and environmental knowledge holders to understand future 
risk scenarios better. The Action underscores the importance of investing more in mobilising fi nance and sustaining 
support through national approaches, consultative services or existing city-to-city networks such as associations of 
local government units (LGUs), within the Sendai Framework.

Interviewees confi rm that political, administrative and technical leadership drive actions and partnerships both within 
and outside the city’s authority. The Action highlights that galvanising this support requires investments in space and 
time, not just for city leadership but also to motivate the participation of regulators, associations, civil society, 
academe and the private sector. 

The low level of knowledge of disaster risk reduction terminology and frameworks hinders this initial buy-in. 
However, interviewees note the vital contribution to this buy-in of UN convening power and the motivation of 
international exposure, even without direct action plan fi nancing. Interviewees also highlight the value of workshops in 
sustaining motivations, building networks and exchanges with other cities sharing similar challenges.

The positioning of the DRR focal points within strategic or executive city functions is important to galvanise and 
sustain society-wide momentum. Structural changes are important to maintain momentum disrupted by during 
elections and staff turnover.

The robust engagement of stakeholders including the national government, climate and transboundary actors drive 
collaboration, potential replication, impact and future support. UNDRR within the broader Making Cities Resilient 
Campaign piloted approaches, involving national government in Mongolia, academia in Palestine and considering 
climate change mitigation and collaboration in Kampala. These cases inform potential pathways to overcome 
challenges applicable to other countries and cities. However, each country and city is different and needs 
contextualised strategies. Learnings from the Action show national actors are well-positioned to localise and 
contextualise the tools and approaches. Articulating a national strategy and contextualisation can better galvanise 
societal and transboundary support, knowledge and other resources.
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Good practices and learnings

1.    In Mongolia, UNDRR collaboration with national focal points led to signifi cant contextualisation and replication,  
        covering all 22 provinces. 
2.    In Kampala, the Action helped institutionalise political capital by repositioning city disaster risk focal points 
        in the strategic planning department within the executive function within the city government.  
3.    Global, regional and national workshops increase political will, confi dence and create supporting networks        
        of shared  opportunities and challenges, in addition to the workshop topic.  
4.    In Nablus, the academic facilitator provided additional presentations for participants to understand disaster risk 
        reduction, Sendai and global frameworks terminology and interconnectedness. 
5.    In Kampala, long term city and university collaboration extend to shared conferences, seminars and strategies 
        to produce current and future disaster and climate risk human resources.
6.    Quick risk estimations help cities reflect on forgotten, ignored or less frequent hazards, including human-made 
        disasters such as terrorism, or as amplifi ed by the COVID-19, pandemics. 
7.    Scorecards prompt city offi cials to discuss and better understand how civil society, academe and the private         
        sector can contribute capacity to implement disaster risk reduction actions.

1.    Participants require space and time to increase their awareness and understanding of how their work contributes 
        to collaborative multi-sector and importantly, multi-stakeholder disaster-resilient whole-of-society actions. 
2.    Participants are experts and decision-makers in their own fi elds and departments. Naturally, they need time and 
      support to understand the language, terminology and structures associated with whole-of-society disaster resilience. 
3.    The quality of the scorecard outputs and action plans are dependent on the level of participation in the process.  
4.    Many aspects of resilience require a metropolitan, transboundary or collaborative approach with the involvement 
        of external stakeholders. 
5.    The Action creates interest from observing and neighbouring cities to replicate resilience building. 
6.    Smaller cities require more external and continuous support to plan, communicate and take actions. 
7.    The Action struggled to help cities create pathways to understand future risk rather than just historical risks. 
8.    Short time frames in the action plans, constrain longer-term mainstreaming actions, focusing more on short term 
        disaster risk management or preparedness actions.
9.    Larger cities with capacity benefi t from increased ownership of the process, whereas smaller cities require 
        external intellectual and facilitating resources to access fi nance, support and network, which might not pre-exist. 

The evaluation identifi ed some good practices from the Action to inform future Actions, including: - 

The evaluation identifi es some lessons for learning as the Making Cities Resilient Campaign moves towards a new 
initiative focusing more on implementation, including: -

Worryingly, despite 82% of cities stating hydro-meteorological hazards as their main hazard, only 57% of the action 
plans and 21% of preliminary scorecards link with climate change frameworks or actors. None used climate 
scenarios. Although already in the 10 Essentials, incorporating future climate and disaster scenarios considering 
environmental resilience and urbanisation requires considerable space, time and expertise. The scorecards introduce 
the ideas, but the incorporation of climate risk with associated tools and fi nancing remains an opportunity requiring 
longer-term support.

Stakeholders recognise that resilience building and impact at scale requires fi nancing and investment beyond city 
budgets, boundaries and plans. The COVID-19 outbreak recently forced UNDRR to postpone an Experience sharing 
workshop for Cities: Financing for Local Resilience planned in March 2020 in Incheon, Republic of Korea.
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Recommendations
The evaluation recommends the following to scale-up the impact:

1.    Take a national approach

        Evolve the approach, so national Sendai focal points and key national actors engage robustly with cities on urban 
        resilience, promoting normative standards, multi-city or transboundary collaboration and support at scale. 

2.    Simplify what resilience means for stakeholders

       Collate and evolve generic user-friendly introduction  to disaster risk reduction modules with guidelines 
       for national and regional contextualisation. 

3.    Position disaster resilience for the long term

       Evolve the approach to encourage the positioning of disaster resilience focal points to build a long-term coalition 
       of political, regulatory, administrative, legislative  and stakeholders for resilience. 

4.   Build a coalition of stakeholders for implementation

       Evolve the approach to promote long term wide-ranging coalition of stakeholders and sectors to implement local     
       disaster and future climate resilience actions at scale. 

5.    Open pathways for fi nancing

       Evolve the approach to highlight opportunities to engage or build the capacity of cities  to develop concept notes 

       and feasibility studies for resilience building actionable and bankable projects. 

6.    Open pathways to climate change

       Evolve the approach to provide the knowledge, space and time for stakeholders to have a shared understanding 
       of future risk, resilience and fi nancing opportunities from both climate change mitigation and adaptation. 

7.    Open pathways for transboundary and stakeholder collaboration

       Evolve the approach to facilitate engagement  in the planning process of stakeholders sharing 
       ecosystems relevant to disaster and climate risks for the city. This involves building local partnership 
        advocacy, engagement and facilitation skills.

8.    Continue to grow and support long term networks

       Continue to build disaster and climate risk reduction networks, awareness and conversations in national, 
       regional and global city-to-city learning, institutions and networks. 

9.    Plan for mainstreaming into city strategic plans over time

       Prepare profi les for mainstreaming into city development  and zoning plans, especially where initial 
       interventions do not align with city strategic planning.
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Methodology
John Ievers, an independent consultant, completed the evaluation between January and May 2020. John based the 
evaluation fi ndings and recommendations on interviews, data extraction and a desk review. John interviewed 63 
professionals, including 9 UNDRR staff, 2 staff from EC DEVCO, 16 city focal points and 17 representatives from 
partners or consultants and then a further 19 stakeholders while exploring the case studies. Additionally, John extracted 
data from a sample of 70 of the 214 preliminary assessment reports as well as all 23 detailed assessments and action 
plans. Information from these sources built on a preliminary desk review and gap assessment informed by initial 
interviews and 41 reports, learnings and Action documents. Complementing this, John travelled to Kampala, conducting 
a case study. Unfortunately, the COVID-19 outbreak disrupted further travel and so John held online interviews and 
additional desk research to complete case studies with Nablus and Mongolia. Similarly, the COVID-19 outbreak caused 
the cancellation of a planned workshop of emerging fi ndings and recommendations with UNDRR, partners and city 
focal points in Incheon. Instead, fi ndings and recommendations were validated and evolved with UNDRR.



12 INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

The objectives of the UNDRR part of the evaluation are to:

1.    Assess the Action’s outputs and degree of achievement of the expected objectives/results5.

2.    Examine the relevance, effectiveness, effi ciency, stakeholder ownership, internalization, sustainability 
       and impact of the Action.

3.    Identify the lessons learned of the Action and propose recommendations to scale-up the impact.

EC DEVCO supported UNDRR and UN-HABITAT to implement the Action - Making Cities Sustainable and Resilient: 
Implementing the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 at the Local Level. The €7.5 million 
36-month action started on 15 April 2016 and ended on 14 April 2019. The UNDRR’s Action budget is €3,750,000, 
with €3 million from DEVCO under the Global Climate Change Alliance plus thematic flagship. This evaluation covers 
the 3 UNDRR results: 

1.    Result 1:   Increased commitments to build local-level resilience.

2.    Result 2:   Local resilience and investments measured.

3.    Result 4:   Capacity is built in cities and local governments to develop and implement 

                            integrated local climate and disaster resilience action plans.

5 Refer to the Joint Project Agreement (Annex 1 Action Document)



13END OF ACTION EVALUATION

UNDRR’s 2019 fi nal progress report6 identifi ed some 
impacts identifi ed as: 

The Scorecard was widely considered to be a good 
entry point to start engaging with cities and various 
stakeholders on DRR. It has a reliable convening 
power and made possible the engagement 
of non-traditional DRR actors.

The Scorecard provided immediate results 
to understand the baselines, which allowed 
coordination of DRR efforts among stakeholders 
to be simplifi ed.

The Action helped increase technical capacities 
on DRR among city offi cials and strengthen DRR 
governance of the cities.

The Action facilitated high levels of stakeholder 
ownership over the process and the fi nal DRR plans, 
with high level of commitment of DRR activities 
among different sectors and stakeholders.

City-to-city and cross-regional sharing of experience 
supported by the Action stimulated cities’ 
engagement in peer-to-peer learning and support. 

1,826 cities and local governments 
joined MCR Campaign.

214 cities and local governments 
self-assessed gaps and progress 
on DRR and resilience building.

23 cities developed local DRR action 
plans and initiated steps to reduce 
disaster risk. 

KEY ACHIEVEMENTS6

6 Making Cities Sustainable and Resilient: Implementing the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 at the Local Level – Final Report  
for Result 1, 2 AND 4, 15 April 2016 – 14 April 2019, UNDRR
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METHODOLOGY
John Ievers, an independent consultant, completed the evaluation between January and May 2020 – see Appendix 5 – 
Profi le of evaluator. John approached the evaluation in the following phases:

1.    Preparation, desk review and inception

2.    Data extraction and collection including fi eld visit

3.    Synthesis and analysis

4.    Validation, presentation and fi nal drafting stages

Preparation, desk phase and inception
An initial preparation and desk review phase articulated preliminary fi ndings from 41 Action documents, reports as well 
as steering committee minutes. Initial discussions with 2 EC DEVCO as well as 9 UNDRR regional and Action staff 
informed the preliminary fi ndings and evaluation approach in an inception report. The inception report, provided partial 
answers to the evaluation's objectives and proposed reasoned assessment criteria with indicators and methodologies 
to the collect gaps in evidence to fully answer the evaluation questions. These reasoned assessment criteria and 
indicators are presented with scores in the report.

Data extraction and collection
The evaluator developed an evaluation matrix using reasoned assessment criteria with indicators from the inception 
report to structure evidence from data extraction and collection. In total the evaluation extracted data elements from 
70 preliminary scorecards and 23 actions plans and associated documents. Appendix 3 and Appendix 4 include 
summery tables of the most quoted and informative data.

9 UNDRR global and regional staff involved in the MCR Campaign
2 EC DEVCO staff during inception 
17 grantees or consultants engaged by UNDRR to implement Results 2 and 4
16 city DRR focal points. Four focal points did not respond to requests including during the COVID-19 
outbreak and one had left her post
19 additional stakeholders during case studies including 16 in Kampala
Discussion with an author of the lessons learned from the scorecard and DRR process, 
a report extracted from the Action7

A number of regular follow-up conversations and emails with UNDRR global and regional staff as well as other 
stakeholders. Also, brief discussion with UN-HABITAT evaluation consultant (not counted in total)

The 63 professionals, detailed in Appendix 2 – List of people interviewed, include

1.      Usefulness and quality of products, approach and tools 
2.      Stakeholder motivations and driving forces (at different stages of the Action)
3.      Sustaining future involvement (in resilience building including institutional changes)
4.     Adaptable and scalable pathways (to both climate and disaster resilience building)
5.     Comparative learning (relative to other approaches and networks)

During the evaluation, the evaluator interviewed 63 professionals, framing discussions in the following 5 areas of enquiry

7 https://www.unisdr.org/campaign/resilientcities/toolkit/article/lessons-learned-from-the-disaster-resilience-scorecard-assessment-and-disaster-risk-
reduction-drr-action-planning
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8 http://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/eval-criteria-global-consultation.htm

1.    Kampala Capital City - Challenges to identify, understand and use current and future risk scenarios 
        as well as the importance of positioning disaster risk reduction focal points for the long term
2.    Nablus City - Improving stakeholder understanding of disaster risk reduction and resilience 
3.    Ulaanbaatar City - Bringing urban resilience to scale and the role of a national government 
        in supporting country-wide urban resilience

The evaluation conducted the following 3 case studies for in-depth learning

Synthesis and analysis
The evaluator collated the primary and secondary evidence within an evaluation matrix structured by reasoned 
assessment criteria and indicators. The evidence was triangulated by source and type of data and evolved by a 
typology of city or region. Sources and type of data included data extraction, interviews, desk review as well as case 
studies. The evaluator analysed data from the mixture of these primary and secondary data collection methods 
through contribution analysis. 

The reasoned assessment criteria are more challenging than the Actions targets. The targets measure achievements 
of outputs and results for the Action. Whereas the reasoned assessment criteria are informed by the evaluation 
questions and challenge the logframe’s results chain, assumptions and also consider good practices and learnings 
emerging four years after UNDRR designed the Action. Scoring is on a four-point scale - limitedly achieved (1), 
partially achieved (2), largely achieved (3) and fully achieved or surpassed (4). Scoring is based on reasoned 
assessment criteria indicators defi ned at the inception stage.

The approach to analysis in Section 1: Assessment of results recognises the indicators and assumptions associated 
with the results as well as the linear chain of reasoning from awareness and expression of interest (Result 1) to 
diagnoses (Result 2) and action planning (Result 4). The evaluation considered the contribution of the Action to each 
result as well as wider aims in the specifi c and overall objectives. The analysis considered the Action to be part of the 
wider Making Cities Resilient Campaign and UNDRR efforts. The analysis challenged assumptions relating to program 
support, challenges, barriers and opportunities for building urban resilience including assumptions on national and 
local contributions to urban resilience. 

The evaluator analysed Section 2: Evaluation by Criteria guided by evolving reasoned assessment criteria and 
indicators per OECD Development Assistance Committee criteria8 and the evaluation questions. The analysis 
considered the contribution of the Action through overall global, regional and national disaster resilience structures. 
The evaluation explored through case studies emerging good practice and lessons identifi ed for learning to inform 
recommendations for replication at scale. 



Constraints and limitations

Validation, presentation and fi nal drafting stages
The consultant also completed 3 case studies initially validated by UNDRR staff as city disaster management staff 
were less available during the response to COVID-19 outbreak. Thus, the case studies refocused on learning from the 
initial discussions. The consultant visited Kampala, but the COVID-19 outbreak caused the cancellation of visits to 
Mongolia and Palestine. 

In March 2020, the evaluator planned to participate in an Experience sharing workshop for cities: Financing for local 
resilience workshop in Incheon. The evaluation planned to hold synthesis interviews with informants to test emerging 
fi ndings during a multi-country workshop in Incheon. UNDRR cancelled this due to COVID-19 outbreak so the evaluator 
held additional discussions with UNDRR staff and city focal points. The evaluator re-consulted UNDRR MCR focal 
points to validate factual correctness of the report. The evaluation will, after this zero-draft, present fi ndings and 
update the report based on feedback.

The evaluation was able to complete more than three-quarters of interviews before COVID-19 outbreak disrupted 
planned travel to 2 of 3 case study locations and synthesis interviews with informants to test emerging fi ndings in 
an Incheon workshop. The evaluation held additional online interviews where appropriate and in consideration of 
the response roles of many participants. The evaluator overcame language constraints with technology or in one 
case an Indonesian interpreter.

16 METHODOLOGY
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ASSESSMENT 
OF RESULTS

SECTION 1:

Section 1 assesses the Action’s outputs and achievements, 
against agreed objectives, results, indicators, targets and 
assumptions as per Annex 1 Description of the Action of 
the Joint Project Agreement.  

ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS
(based on the reasoned assessment criteria)

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale:
limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), largely achieved (3), 

and fully achieved or surpassed (4).

SECTION 1: ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS

Part I Assessment of overall and specifi c objectives

Intervention Logic Indicators Targets Reasoned assessment criteria

OVERALL
OBJECTIVE:

IMPACT

SPECIFIC 
OBJECTIVE(S): 
OUTCOME(S)

Improvement of disaster 
risk reduction and 
resilience building in 
cities in all regions 
through increased 
risk-informed 
investments and a deeper 
understanding of risks 
locally (contributes 
to SDG Goal 11). 

Improved understanding 
and capacity to address 
disaster risks at the 
local level, including 
crisis-prone cities.

1. Increased number 
of local action plans 
addressing short, 
medium and long-
term disaster risk and 
resilience-building based 
on proper diagnosis 
of their situation.

2. Increase local 
measurements of risk-
sensitive investments 
to ensure that cities 
are resilient, safe 
and sustainable.

Substantial increase 
in the number of 
countries with national 
and local disaster risk 
reduction strategies 
by 2020 that reduce 
socio-economic losses 
(Sendai Framework 
for DRR 2015-2030)

831 comprehensive 
LGSAT reports 
(LGSAT later became 
the scorecard)
- ACHIEVED

At least 24 cities 
have measured risk 
sensitive investments 
- ACHIEVED

Extent approach is malleable enough 
to allow a scalable pathway for 
cities to make investments based 
on commitment and diagnostics – 
largely achieved with clear learning 
for the future (2.67 out of 4).

Extent cities can easily use or adapt 
tools for multi-stakeholder and 
multi-sector diagnosis 
and investment – largely 
achieved (3 out of 4).

Extent gender is systematically 
assessed through the assessment 
tools and incorporated into the 
resilience action plans – limitedly 
achieved (1.3 out of 4).

Socioeconomic 
losses from disasters 
(contributes to 
SDG target 11.5)

SUMMARY OF RESULTS & EVALUATION AGAINST LOGFRAME – PART I

Note: The reasoned assessment criteria are informed by the evaluation questions and challenge the logframe’s results chain and assumptions.
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Overall objective (Impact): Improvement of disaster risk 
reduction and resilience building in cities in all regions 
through increased risk-informed investments and a deeper 
understanding of risks locally (contributes to SDG Goal 11). 

Target - Increase in the number of countries with national and local disaster risk reduction strategies 
by 2020 that reduce socio-economic losses (Target E of Sendai framework). 

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale: limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).

Cities and national focal points can articulate and prioritise links between plans 
and commitments for resilience investment and diagnostics or project actions. 

Cities and national focal points can prioritise and compare the challenges and 
support needed to that provided by project or other stakeholders to build resilience.  

UNDRR, partner, or city and national focal points can cite examples of scaling 
or replicating products for action. 

3

3

2

Largely achieved with clear learning for the future especially on going to scale (2.67 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria
Extent approach is malleable enough to allow a scalable pathway for cities 

to make investments based on commitment and diagnostics 

UNDRR integrated this 36-month9  Action into the 2010-2020 Making Cities Resilient Campaign. UNDRR facilitated 
some benefi ciary cities and partners to contribute their experiences in consultations for future Making Cities Resilient 
strategies. Additionally, in some countries wider UNDRR supports and tests how local plans connect with national plans.

UNDRR staff, implementing partners as well as city and national disaster risk focal points report interest and 
discussions from additional cities to join the Campaign and replicate the approach of the Action. Interest comes from 
neighbouring cities and municipalities observing the benefi ciary cities, including those who share transboundary risks. 
Increased demand from observing cities, highlight opportunities for national institutions to inform national strategies 
and replicate. In Mongolia, the Action involved national actors leading to country-wide contextualisation and replication 
of the approach with national support and directives, within a comparable and measurable framework. 

The Action developed and tested tools supporting cities to develop local disaster risk reduction strategies. Additionally, 
the Action demonstrated learning and flexibility by contextualising and improving tools often with national institutions. 
The evaluation explores good practice, enablers and challenges in Section 2 and Section 3. 

9 thirty-six months from 15 April 2016 to 14 April 2019.

SECTION 1: ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS
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Specifi c objective (Outcome): Improved understanding and
capacity to address disaster risks at the local level, including
crisis-prone cities.

UNDRR, partner, or city and national focal points can cite examples translating 
and contextualising products for action.

Cities report multi-stakeholder engagement in data collection, analysis 
and verifi cation and transition to plan. 

Cities plan actions reference scorecard analysis.

3

2

4

Largely achieved with need for broader stakeholder involvement (3 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria
Extent cities can easily use or adapt tools for multi-stakeholder 

and multi-sector diagnosis and investment

Cities which use sex and age disaggregated data in products

Cities which include gender analysis in plans

Cities with Gender standalone or mainstreamed actions 

2

1

1

Limitedly achieved (1.3 out of 4)

Gender marker
Extent gender is systematically assessed through the assessment tools 

and incorporated into the resilience action plans 

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).

The Action improved the understanding of disaster risks associated with natural hazards at the local level, mostly for 
city level government offi cials. Most participants are from civil protection, urban planning or individual local government 
departments, not disaster resilience backgrounds. Many interviewees noted that after workshops, participants realised 
that much of their (departments) actions have aspects of unrecognised resilience building. Similarly, interviewees said 
that mostly city offi cial participants emerged with shared understanding risk and the importance of multi-stakeholder 
and multi-sector collaboration. Scorecards highlight opportunities and directed city participants to understand the need 
of risk-informed investments in the city plans and budgets as well as investments by academe, professional 
associations, regulators, civil society and the private sector. 

However during interviews, UNDRR, partners and focal points also cautioned the diffi culty to maintain momentum 
towards resilience actions, challenged by the risks of turnover of political and administrative participants and 
champions as well as weakness in multi-stakeholder engagement and supportive structures, especially for smaller 
cities. Many of these stakeholders have legal frameworks, interests, capacities and risk that reach beyond city 
boundaries requiring consideration by national level actors.
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Results chain and assumptions
The results chain offers four levels for cities to have analysis and recommendations for building disaster resilience. 
The Action made a number of assumptions connecting these different levels. Two assumptions partially materialised 
limiting the Action but providing learnings for the future.

Firstly, the assumption that all relevant stakeholders at local level are fully engaged. The Action successfully engaged 
cities and city departments and sectors. However, the Action struggled to engage stakeholders, especially during the 
preliminary scorecard assessment. This limited the scope of the agreed actions as well as the analysis and 
recommendations. However, the Action provides learning on engaging civil society, academe and the private sector, 
especially in the 23 cities supported to develop action plans. The Action and evaluation identifi ed the need to include 
more robustly national, transboundary, fi nancing and climate risk actors as well as DRR knowledge network 
for continued support.

Secondly, local authorities did not have access to reliable and accurate information on future risk scenarios. The 
scorecards provide limited guidance to access this. However, future risk scenarios including for climate risk was 
considered to a limited extent to the development of action plans as well as analysis and recommendations.  

UNDRR continued to advocate and get commitments at a similar pace to earlier years. However, learnings highlight 
that other factors also motivate cities to commit to Making Cities Resilient and Sustainable. Motivators include 
observing successes in neighbouring cities as well as getting directives from national government. Retaining the 
convening power of the UN and commitment to international campaigns and advocacy remains important. 

Learnings also suggest the results chain has evolving to consider national approaches which is important to 
contextualise tools, as well as support and sustain actions. Opportunities remain to evolve the results change to 
further include national plans, climate plans and support mechanisms.  The initial results chain is implicit as a stand-
alone event to baselining. Where, fi nancing and supporting action requires greater connectivity to national priorities 
and context. This evolution or increased articulation of the results chain could provide analysis, recommendations as 
well as pathways to implement bankable projects and platforms for collaboration, beyond mainstreaming into city 
budgets and plans. 

Analysis & Recommendations

Development of Action
Plans (R4 & R5)

Advocacy &
Commitments (R1)

Results Chain -Description of the Action

Baselining (R2) &
Tools Development (R3)

SECTION 1: ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS
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Indicator 2 – ACHIEVED: Increase local measurements of risk-sensitive investments to ensure 
that cities are resilient, safe and sustainable. 

Indicator 1 – ACHIEVED: Increased number of local action plans addressing short, medium 
and long-term disaster risk and resilience-building based on proper diagnosis of their situation. 

The 10 Essentials frame all tools, namely the Disaster Resilience Scorecard for Cities (Scorecard) with facilitated 
questions and simple indicative measurements, directing participants to agree or reflect on simple next step actions. 
UNDRR reports that cities identifi ed more than 700 actions with 80 actions initiated, as well as fi nalising 23 action 
plans with 14 offi cially adopted by the city council. These actions are not prioritised by short, medium and long term in 
the 214 preliminary scorecards but are time-bound in the 23 action plans. 

The logframe also states the gender is systematically assessed through the assessment tools and incorporated into the 
resilience action plans10. However, the tools do not systematically consider gender. Only 3 cities included a vulnerability 
analysis which considers gender in profi les or action plans. However, 72% of preliminary scorecards sampled include 
basic population data and 51% have female-headed household data. Only 10% of scorecard workshops had gender 
associated or social work participants. Two of the 70 cities sampled listed ministry of women or gender specifi c NGO 
as participants in the scorecard development. Only 1 city had a standalone gender action. The standalone action was 
to train police train on gender.

The Action supported 23 cities to complete action plans, 22 based on detailed scorecards. Additionally, the Action 
supported 5 cities in the Americas to complete Quick Risk Estimations (QRE). The self-assessed scorecards and action 
plans benchmark cities risk profi les and qualify many risk-sensitive actions but do not quantify or measure risk-
sensitive investments. Action plans focus largely on mainstreaming government investments into existing government 
plans and resources. However, Scorecard and Action plan's questions guide cities to consider other risk-sensitive 
investments.  However, the Action struggled to help cities engage private sector and other groups making decisions 
on risk-sensitive investments outside the city government resources. Although many action plans open up discussion 
on the need for risk sensitive investments. However, the approach did increase awareness of the need for cities to 
engage with national government, regulators, private sector, civil society, academe and external donors. Some cities 
struggled to fi nd methods to engage with stakeholders especially the private sector.

Many cities, especially smaller cities, require national government for external investment and technical support and 
expertise. However, only 3 of 23 cities costed the action plans. Although tools did not direct the establishment of 
mechanisms to track risk-sensitive investments but rather focused on helping cities understanding these investments 
and the role of other stakeholders.

10 Page 16 of Annex 1 Original Description of the Action & Budget DEVCO Urban.
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Part II Assessment of Result 1, 2 and 4

IndicatorsResults Baselines ActualsTargets Reasoned assessment criteria

SUMMARY OF RESULTS & EVALUATION AGAINST LOGFRAME – PART II

Result 1: 
Increased 
commitments
 towards 
implementation 
of Sendai 
Framework for 
Disaster Risk 
Reduction 
2015-2030

Result 2: Local 
resilience and 
investments 
measured.

Result 4: 
Capacity is 
built in cities 
and local 
governments 
to develop and 
implement 
integrated 
local climate 
and disaster 
resilience 
action plans.

At least 560 
cities & local 
governments 
join the Making 
Cities Resilient 
Campaign and 
endorse the “10 
Essentials”

At least 200 
cities & local 
governments as-
sess their gaps 
and progress 
in addressing 
local resilience

At least 20 local 
governments 
have a Resilience 
Action Plan, and 
several begin 
implementation 
of the Action 
Plans

2,441 cities 
and local 
governments 

631detailed 
LGSAT on fi le 
with UNDRR 
(LGSAT later 
became the 
scorecard)

1 local 
government 
has designed 
detailed 
Climate and 
Disaster 
Resilient 
Action Plan 

21 local 
government 
have designed 
detailed 
Climate and 
Disaster 
Resilient 
Action Plans 

831detailed 
LGSAT on fi le 
with UNDRR 

3,001 cities 
and local 
governments

326% - In total 
4,267 cities and local 
government or an 
additional 1,826 cities 
and local governments 
by 14 April 2019 
the end of the Action

107% - 214 cities and 
local governments 
self-assessed 
gaps and progress 
in addressing 
local resilience

115% - 23 local 
governments have 
a Resilience Action 
Plan, and most begin 
implementation of 
the Action Plans 
(within city budgets)

Extent cities that joined the campaign 
with a mayor’s endorsement 
can use anticipated guidance – 
largely achieved (3.3 out of 4).

Extent cities complete and share 
assessment that provide a pathway 
for resilience building – partially 
achieved (1.67 out of 4). 

Extent plans or profi les prioritise 
approaches and resourcing 
of resilient building actions – 
largely achieved (3 out of 4).

Note: The reasoned assessment criteria are informed by the evaluation questions and challenge the logframe’s results chain and assumptions.

SECTION 1: ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS
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Result 1: Increased commitments towards implementation 
of Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-203

Indicator - SURPASSED: At least 560 cities & local governments join the Making Cities Resilient 
Campaign and endorse the “10 Essentials”. The Action assumed that cities (would) continue 
to join the MCR at a similar rate as from 2010 to 2014, this held valid for the project period.

Focal points citing primary motivator to join MCR – recruitment drive, global 
event, regional event, a neighbouring city, other  

MCR cities with analysis or report against the 10 Essentials available to UNDRR
or partners 

MCR cities with plans to update progress on the 10 Essentials in prevention-web
or another online source 

4 – from partners

3 – tools linked to 
Sendai monitoring

Largely achieved with clear learning for the future (3.3 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria
Extent cities that joined the campaign with 

a mayor’s endorsement can use anticipated guidance 

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).

Note: The Action targeted a similar number of cities to sign up to the MCR relating to previous campaigns. The reasoned 
assessment criteria are informed by the evaluation questions and challenge the logframe’s results chain, assumptions 
and also consider good practice and learnings emerging four years after UNDRR designed the action.

Making Cities Resilient Campaign Sign-ups
(Accumulative, as of 14 April 2019)
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11 The working group comprised of various organizations including the Asian Development Bank (ADB), C40 Cities, Ecofys, Resurgence, UN-Habitat, 
United Nations Offi ce for Project Services (UNOPS), Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), University College London (UCL), 
International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC), Center for urban disaster risk reduction resilience (CUDRR), UNESCO, World Bank 
and Global Earthquake Model and was tested by cities such as Greater Manchester and Stoke-on-Trent (United Kingdom), Amadora and Lisbon (Portugal), 
Jonkoping and Arvika (Sweden), Bugaba (Panama), Kisumu (Kenya), Aqaba (Jordon), Yogyakarta (Indonesia), Makati (Philippines) and Islamabad ( Pakistan). 
12 ICLEI Africa, Humania Foundation, Resurgence, UCLG ASPAC, AIDMI, SEEDS Asia, ICLEI Oceania, and An-Najah National University.
13Year 3 and Final DEVCO report from UNDRR, Page 16.
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UNDRR reports that 1,826 cities and local governments joined the Making Cities Resilient (MCR) Campaign during 
the Action and up to April 2019. This is more than 3 times the Actions target of 560. This is a similar rate to a 
similar rate to 2010-2014. During the Action, more cities in the Americas and Asia joined the MCR Campaign. UNDRR 
regional staff indicated that sign-up is achieved via periodical “sign-up” drives or promotions. Interviews with UNDRR, 
partners and city focal points report expressions of interest to join the campaign from cities observing or 
neighbouring pilot cities. Anecdotally, this indicates that demand exists for the product, even if signing-up does not 
include signifi cant incentive funding.

As part of the sign-up procedure, cities endorse the “10 Essentials for Making Cities Resilient” and have access to 
the campaign’s tool-kit and networks. UNDRR and partners completed the development of a new Handbook for Local 
Government to implement the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030. UNDRR also developed and 
promoted new "Essentials" based on the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030. A range of 
stakeholders developed and tested the disaster resilience scorecard11. The scorecard has how-to-use guidance and 
was translated into 14 languages including with some participating nations. However, focal points and facilitators 
highlight the need for translation and explanation of terms and concepts beyond simple language translation.

UNDRR implemented the Action with 15 partners from 8 institutions12 and 7 individual experts. The Action supported 
11 global or regional events as well as 59 capacity building workshops in cities involving more than 1,972 multi-
sectoral and stakeholder participants13. Additionally, the Action presented and participated in 5 regional kick-off 
workshops, 5 regional experience sharing workshops, 4 of which were in regional platforms and 2 global experience 
sharing workshops in Incheon. UNDRR and partners continue to advocate the importance of DRR at the global, 
regional and national levels.

23 Cities detailed scorecard and action plan

21 Mongolian cities by UNDRR 
& Mongolia National Government

5 Asian cities
by SEEDS Asia

15 Indian cities 
by NGO AIDMI

52 Asian cities
by UCLG ASPAC

1 city by ICLEI 
Oceania/ Pacifi c

4 Arab cities
by Consultants 
and Universities

26 Arab cities
by Resurgence/Audi

8 Americas cities
by 5 consultants 
and partners

50 Americas cities
by Humania Foundation

50 Sub-saharan African 
cities by ICLEI Africa

5 Sub-saharan African 
cities by UNDRR

Engaging Cities

214 Cities completing preliminary scorecard

SECTION 1: ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS
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Result 2: Local resilience and investments measured.
Indicator - SURPASSED: At least 200 cities & local governments assess their gaps and progress 
in addressing local resilience – target: 831 from 631 self-assessments (later named Scorecard) 
on fi le with the assumption that all relevant stakeholders at the local level are engaged.

Cities report multi-stakeholder engagement in data collection, analysis and verifi cation and
transition to plan. (for Result 2 only)

Cities and partners can example or link needs from scorecards to opportunities within their DRR
networks

MCR cities with plans to update Scorecard (initially called LG-SAT or self-assessment tools)

2

1

2

Partially achieved with learnings on stakeholder involvement 
and supportive DRR networks (1.67 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria
Extent cities complete and share assessment that provide a pathway for resilience building 

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).

214 cities and local governments self-assessed gaps and progress on disaster resilience using a 47-indicator 
preliminary scorecard. These cities represent about 5% of the 4,267 cities signed up to the Making Cities Resilient 
Campaign in April 2019. UNDRR regional offi ces supported the preliminary scorecards through implementing partners14. 
The evaluation extracted data from a sample of 70 of the 214 scorecards. Findings from this sample are expressed in 
both Section 1 and Section 2. The most commonly quoted extracts are in Appendix 3 and Appendix 4. 

The city population in the sample of 70 cities averages just over 1 million but ranges in size from a small town of 8,587 
people to 16 million in Vadodara India. Of the 70 preliminary scorecards sampled, 31% have populations of more than 
1 million cities; 30% have between 100,000 and 1 million people and 39% under 100,000.

The Action helped cities complete the self-assessment providing a benchmark for cities to measure progress toward 
disaster resilience. Data extracted from 70 preliminary scorecards show cities on average completed 78% of the 47 
preliminary scorecard indicators. In terms of quality15, 68% of indicators have considered responses including an 
appropriately considered action or comment or a high self-assessment requiring no action.

The scorecards give the city a benchmark to measure progress of local resilience measures. However, measurement 
of investments is largely limited to mainstreaming into existing city budgets and funds and not investments of other 
non-city government stakeholders.

14 Partners: Humania in Americas; ICLEI Africa; Resurgence in the Arab States, UCLG ASPAC, AIDMI and SEEDS Asia in Asia and ICLEI Oceania in Pacifi c.
15 Indicator considered in a 0, or 1 score has an associated action, a 2 score has a verifi cation or appropriate comment a top score of 3 did not require verifi cation.



16 12 of the 70 scorecards list include just names, not designations or organisation or simply said committees or platforms.Thus, the percentage is calculated on 58 Cities.
17 The evaluation sampled 71 scorecards from the 214 cities – 59 provided details of participation and 12 noted participation was from a committee or just 
included names of people without details of their posts. The evaluation calculated the percentage based on the 59 Cities.
18 http://www.aidmi.org/
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Participation in assessment: Average 7.1

Cost: €2,897 per city
Achievements: 214 cities - 107%

Cities struggled to engage all relevant stakeholders. The sample of scorecards participation lists16 show cities include 
on average 7.1 government departments but struggled to systematically include external stakeholders. Only 21% of 
scorecard assessments involved CSOs, NGOs or Barrios (neighbourhoods), 12% reported including the private sector 
or Red Cross and 7% reported engaging academia17. None of the sampled scorecards included external sources of 
fi nancing from traditional donors. Most cities struggled to include national government, but some models are emerging. 
In Mongolia the national government provided leadership and in India, AIDMI18 implemented as an NGO with national 
reach. Additionally, the approach of AIDMI in 2018 built on learnings from other implementing partners in 2017. 
Grantees and UNDRR reported increasing the understanding of the need for multi-stakeholder collaboration.

Result 2 committed to assessing gaps and progress. A more ambitious indicator could have included targets on multi-
stakeholder collaboration or links with climate or national plan.

Preliminary scorecard

Civil Society
21%

Private sector
12%

Academia
7%

SECTION 1: ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS
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19 From Original Description of Action - Annex 1b - at least 20 local governments have a resilience action plan that results in resilient infrastructure and 
potential increased economic investments

Result 4: Capacity is built in cities and local governments 
to develop and implement integrated local climate and disaster 
resilience action plans.

Indicator - SURPASSED: At least 20 local governments have a resilience action plan and 
several begin implementation of the action plans19. Verifi ed by UNDRR reports that 23 local 
governments have designed detailed climate and disaster action plans from a baseline of 1.

Plans or profi les defi ne roles for different stakeholder groups with stakeholder groups
involvement.

Resilience action plans integrate with city development plans include fi nancing plans,
reference standards or assessments for city infrastructure or economy.

Plans and profi les consider the climate-related risk with climate change future scenarios.

4

4

1

Largely achieved with learnings to considering climate change (3 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria
Extent plans or profi les prioritise approaches and resourcing of resilient building actions 

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).

UNDRR and partners facilitated 23 cities, with a population of more than 51 million people, to complete action plans. 
These plans are based on detailed scorecard diagnostics. Additionally, 5 Americas’ cities used Quick Risk Estimation tool. 

Although with different implementing partners, the Action used similar approach and tools across the 4 regions. 
However, the fi nal action plan products ranging from 140 pages of consultant supported analysis with detailed maps, 
scorecard analysis with shared multi-stakeholder defi ned action plans to an action plan in tabular form. One-third of the 
action plans are presented with executive summaries. Although presentation of results varied by partners, the 
products are substantively similar in terms of workshop approach, comprehensiveness, structure and actions.

The fully supported 23 action plans are comprehensive. 90% are structured by the 10 Essentials for Making Cities 
Resilient. 90% of actions name responsible institutions and are time-bound, mostly categorised as short-, medium- and 
long-term priorities. Across all regions they average 5-year duration with one-third selecting 10-year and one-third 
choosing 1- or 2-year duration.

UNDRR, partners and city focal points indicate cities developed the action plans with strong cross-sector participation 
from city government departments and offi cials but limited multi-stakeholder participation. As discussed in Section 2, 
this limited many actions to city plans, budgets and offi cials as well as initiating many aspirational actions for greater 
stakeholder inclusion. Participation, in some cases, is guided by laws requiring plans to be developed with stakeholders 
or by existing networks. The tools did not direct the establishment of mechanisms to track risk-sensitive investments, 
rather focusing on understanding them and the role of the private sector.
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Many cities are implementing actions integrated into the city’s existing work or annual budgets. Additional actions need 
external sources of fi nancing. Most plans indicate an intent to develop a funding strategy with about half preparing to 
develop bankable projects, notably in Africa. Only 3 of the 23 plans are priced and 5 name potential donors by action. 

The detailed scorecards and action plans highlight the need for external support and collaboration across administrative 
borders, especially for eco-systems based risk or infrastructure such as drainage, roads or waste management. A few 
cities, such as Kampala indicated that collaboration with neighbouring government areas was planned or initiated after 
the process. However, the scorecard guidance does not direct inclusion of neighbouring authorities.

Few plans robustly consider climate change. 10 of the 23 plans have no or only a brief mention of climate change in a 
general descriptions. 4 plans recognise a link to climate pilots or funds. Whereas, 57% include climate change in one or 
more action or links with a national climate framework. The Kampala plan is aligned with the city’s climate change 
mitigation plan. Honiara’s links with the Honiara Urban resilience and Climate Action plan20. No plan expressly included 
clear climate change projections or scenarios for future risk. 

Result 4 committed to completing resilience action plans with some starting implementation.  The baseline target 
indicated the inclusion of climate risk which is complex especially future climate risk. However, the creation of pathways 
forward for climate risk, or fi nancing for bankable projects could be considered in the future. 

20 Completed with support of UN-HABITAT’s Cities and Climate Change Initiative and RMIT University in 2016.

Participation in assessment: All have signifi cant numbers of government departments involved.

Cost: €100,435 per city
Achievements: 23 cities - 115%

Detailed scorecard and action plan

Civil Society
75%

Private
75%

Academia
83%

SECTION 1: ASSESSMENT OF RESULTS
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EVALUATION 
BY CRITERIA

SECTION 2:

Section 2 examines the relevance, effectiveness, effi ciency, 
stakeholder ownership, internalization, sustainability and 
impact of the Action against evaluation questions and 
guided by reasoned assessment criteria in the inception 
report. The reasoned assessment criteria are informed by 
the evaluation questions and challenge the logframe’s 
results chain, assumptions and also consider good 
practice and learnings emerging four years after UNDRR 
designed the Action. Scoring is on a four-point scale 
limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), largely achieved 
(3) and fully achieved or surpassed (4).

ACHIEVEMENTS AGAINST 
REASONED ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale:
limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), largely achieved (3), 

and fully achieved or surpassed (4). Effi ciency

Effectiveness

Coherence

Relevance

Sustainability

Impact

Community Value Added

Evaluation criteria

1. Relevance

3. Effectiveness

4. Effi ciency

6. Impact

7. Community 
value-added

5. Sustainability 
including stakeholder

ownership and 
institutionalisation

2. Coherence/
Complementarity

Reasoned assessment criteria

Extent cities link to national and local frameworks and climate and disaster-resilient
plans especially in the development – partially achieved (1.67 out of 4).

Extent cities supported to adapt or align tools, diagnostics or action 
plans to context – limitedly to partially achieved (1.5 out of 4).

Extent cities use products to leverage fi nancial or policy support – partially achieved (2.3 out of 4)

Extent cities and stakeholders align success factors and objectives with building resilience 
– largely achieved (2.67 out of 4).

Extent UNDRR, implementing partners and cities can articulate the benefi ts of multi-country 
workshops over national training and consulting – largely achieved (2.67 out of 4).

Extent cities and other stakeholders invest in long term DRR initiatives 
as a result of the action – partially to largely achieved (2.5 out of 4).

Extent national, local and other stakeholders articulate planned and unexpected 
impacts associated with the action – partially to largely achieved (2.5 out of 4).

Extent cities and other stakeholders adopt and adapt tools and support 
for future long-term strategies – partially achieved (2 out of 4)

Extent national, local, academia, partners and NGO/CSO have 
clarifi ed roles and opportunities – largely achieved (3 out of 4).

Extent cities, UNDRR and stakeholders, can articulate an alternative 
pathway to a similar outcome's – largely to fully achieved (3.5 out of 4).

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION BY CRITERIA



SECTION 2 : EVALUATION BY CRITERIA30

1. Relevance
The extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are consistent with benefi ciaries' requirements, 
country needs, global priorities and partners' and donors' policies.

Is the Action relevant to the outcome of global frameworks such as SDGs, Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk 
Reduction, Paris Agreement and the New Urban Agenda?
Does the rationale of the Action and its objectives support target benefi ciaries to achieve these global 
frameworks and respond to their needs and priorities?
How responsive is the Action to opportunities and demands that arise from benefi ciary cities, national 
governments and other partners during the Action implementation?

Plans and profi les consider the climate-related risk with climate change future scenarios.

Cities involving multiple departments and multiple stakeholders in data collection, analysis and 
verifi cation and transition to plan. 

Plans and profi les reference national strategy, CCA strategy, Agenda 2030. 

Cities and stakeholders, by result area, cite products identifi ed new resilience actions, fi nancing
or capacity building actions based on 10 Essentials.

Stakeholders identify and adapt to opportunities to access support and funding instruments to 
SDG, Paris Agreement, Sendai Framework and New Urban Agenda. 

2

0

2

3

1

Partially achieved with learning on understanding future risk (1.67 out of 4)

Limitedly to partially achieved with learning on stakeholder involvement 
for funding and implementation (1.5 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria

Reasoned assessment criteria

Extent cities link to national and local frameworks and climate 
and disaster-resilient plans especially in the development

Extent cities supported to adapt or align tools, diagnostics or action plans to context

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).

Relevance quick answer: Global practitioners designed the Action’s user-friendly and flexible tools, embedded within 
global frameworks. The self-assessment workshop approach comprehensively engaged city offi cials but struggled to 
robustly engage the range of stakeholders to directly express and discuss their needs and priorities. And more 
importantly, to explore opportunities to collaborate based on a shared understanding of risk. As shown in the 23 
pilot cities, galvanising participation and forming collaborative actions requires motivators, space and time as well 
as contextualised approaches.

Additionally, the question of relevance should also extend to a review of the methodology/approach developed/
applied by the project. Within the scope of this project, a set of guidelines for self-assessment and 10 Essentials for 
Making Cities Resilient were used in the project implementation. 

Through discussion with cities, how these products are being used and are relevant to the challenges 
of the cities?
What are the advantages and what are the potential limitations of the tools/approach used?



END OF ACTION EVALUATION 31

Global Frameworks 

Articulating and responding to needs and demands

UNDRR and working group partners21 designed the tools as global practitioners with experiences of resilience-building 
within the Sustainable Development Goals22, Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction23, Paris Agreement and the 
New Urban Agenda. The tools and guidance reflect issues of resilience within these frameworks, albeit often indirectly 
as expressed in Appendix 3 of the disaster resilience scorecard for cities – detailed assessment guidance. However, 
only 2 of the 23 action plans reference directly plans or strategies relating to the Sustainable Development Goals. 
However, 83% have actions linking with city development plans that likely connect with Sustainable Development 
Goals or the New Urban Agenda. The Sendai Framework informed the development of the 10 Essentials for Making 
Cities Resilient. 

Although prompted, only 21% of the preliminary scorecards sampled and 57% of action plans reference issues 
relating to climate mitigation or adaptation. However, the scorecard guidelines require participants to consider how 
chronic stress (climate change, sea-level rise, environmental degradation as well as social, economic and cultural 
stress) can affect acute shock (natural and manmade disasters)24.

The Action selected cities with populations ranging from less than 10,000 to 16 million25. This range is good for 
learning and informing the Making Cities Resilient Campaign and its successor. Learnings include challenges to 
give a voice to the needs and demands of national and non-city actors, climate change actors as well as the 
private sector, academe and civil society.

The Action selected the cities. Thus, the cities did not come with demands beyond their initial motivation and 
commitment to the Making Cities Resilient Campaign. Initially, the Action responded to the needs and demands of 
cities to increase awareness and understanding of current risks and mainstream risk into city plans, budgets and 
investments. Focal points and partners report that most participants started with little understanding of disaster 
risk, its terminology or the 10 Essentials. Importantly, the Action facilitated cities to better analyse and articulate 
what their needs and demands are required to build disaster resilience. 

The Action helped cities voice multi-sector government participant’s needs and demands, involving an average of 
7.1 sectors in preliminary scorecard process. But the action struggled to articulate the voice of civil society, 
academe and the private sector with less than 20% of cities having broader participation in preliminary scorecard 
workshops. However, most cities include aspirational actions to engage civil society, academe and the private 
sector directly or in platforms. 

In contrast, indications are that both sector and stakeholder engagement in detailed scorecard assessment and 
action planning is higher in the 23 cities. An impressive, 91% of action plans include one or more groups of 
stakeholders and all have broad stakeholder involvement. Roles or actions for civil society and private sector are 
included in 87% of action plans. Roles or actions for academia and Red Cross are included in 65% and 52% of 
action plans. Although only half of detailed scorecards display participant lists, those that do, reflect high levels of 
sector and stakeholder involvement26.

21 IBM and AECOM, co-created the Disaster Resilience Scorecard for Cities. UNDRR brought together a large working group to develop indicators that have 
formed a substantial part of this Scorecard. The entire working group included: ADB, C40 Cities, Ecofys, AECOM, Resurgence, UN-Habitat, UNOPS, OECD, 
UCL, IFRC, CUDRR, UNESCO, World Bank, Global Earthquake Model.
22 Sustainable Development Goal 11 'Make cities inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable', specifi cally targets 11.5 and 11.b 
23 Initially built on the achievements of the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005-2015, then toward the implementation of the Sendai Framework for DRR 2015-2030
24 Page 3 of preliminary level assessment guideline
25 Range is for the sampled 70 cities.
26 Percentages are calculated where lists are available and clear as showed in Appendixes 3 and 4.



27 Applied mostly in the 5 targeted cities in the Americas.
28 QRE tool – Hazard Glossary. Downloaded from https://www.unisdr.org/campaign/resilientcities/toolkit/article/quick-risk-estimation-qre on March 24, 2020.
29 Page 26 and 27 of the preliminary level assessment, Disaster Resilience Scorecard for Cities, May 2017.
30 Page 6 of the preliminary level assessment, Disaster Resilience Scorecard for Cities, May 2017.
31 English, Russian, Spanish and Mongolian. Source: https://www.unisdr.org/campaign/resilientcities/toolkit/article/quick-risk-estimation-qre , accessed April 2, 2020.
32 English, Arabic, Chinese, French, Russian, Spanish, Bengali, Burmese, Italian, Korean, Mongolian, Polish, Portuguese and Turkish – Source: https://
www.unisdr.org/campaign/resilientcities/toolkit/article/disaster-resilience-scorecard-for-cities, accessed April 2, 2020.
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Use and limitations of approach and tools
The Quick Risk Estimation (QRE) tool27 and scorecards prompt linkages to city budgets, plans as well as collaboration 
with neighbours and non-government actors, especially the private sector. However, outcomes and actions are limited 
by experience of participants in the room and reflect participants’ pre-existing priorities and emphasis, such as for 
civil protection. However, many scorecards actions indicate aspirations to involve different stakeholders. 

The approach and tools prompt use of historical and present hazards in the city, including biological hazards and 
diseases exampling plague28. 85% of preliminary scorecards name hydro-meteorological climate-related risks as a 
main hazard. However, the scorecards have limited directives to invest in further understanding risk including climate 
risk and only 21% of preliminary scorecards referencing to climate change adaptation. No action plan or scorecard 
action sampled included climate change projections or future scenarios. However, Tegucigalpa, Honiara and Kisumu 
integrated disaster and climate change with parallel urban development planning processes and Kampala aligned its 
plan with climate mitigation.

The scorecards’ Essential 5 directed attention to eco-system services and transboundary environmental issues. The 
scorecard guides cities to anticipate changes from climate trends and urbanisation as well as collaboration on an 
eco-system, not administrative boundary level29. However, this is limited to raising awareness of these challenges 
and some actions to seeking some additional understanding. However, the approach was limited by not 
systematically involving climate or ecosystem research or stakeholders such as neighbouring municipalities or 
national climate actors.

Importantly, the Action helped cities better understand, articulate and plan for disaster resilience within city budgets 
and longer terms planning. However, the pilot Action also highlighted needs and opportunities for resourcing, cross 
border collaboration, national participation and continuous support to disaster resilience. Outside the Action, 
UNDRR and partners continue to develop and promote processes and provide information to respond to these 
needs in the future. 

Limitations and contextualising approach and tools
Partners and city focal points agree the approach and tools are user-friendly, appropriate and relevant to their context. 
The indicators are embedded in the Sendai Framework monitoring which will simplify reporting by local governments. 
The scorecard guidance suggests cities are flexible and can ignore non-relevant indicators in a way which best suits the 
needs of the city30. All focal points considered the 10 Essentials relevant and cities choose to report on relevant 
indicators. However, many cities felt a need to localise and contextualise the tools. Interviewees suggest localisation 
includes translation, clarifi cation of terminology to local understanding and common usage, as well as using local 
language resources for facilitation and understanding. Interviewees also suggest contextualisation includes, amongst 
other issues, customisation to national or local laws, frameworks and balance of civil society, government and private 
sectors. UNDRR cannot localise and contextualise without national partners and does not have the resources to do so 
for each city.

Quick Risk Estimation (QRE) tool is now available in 4 languages31 and the scorecards in 14 languages32. National or 
city partners completed many translations, sometimes after the initial Action’s workshops. City focal points emphasised 
that successful translation also requires explaining, reducing or localising terminology, especially of complex and 
compounding terms such as climate mitigation, adaptation, negligible and resilience. Although highly competent in 
their own fi elds, the need for translation reflects participant’s limited exposure to risk networks and discussions.
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Kampala Capital City - Challenges to identify, understand and use current and future 
risk scenarios

CASE STUDY

In Kampala, the population is increasing by an average of 6% each year. This rapid growth presents urban planning 
challenges as growth encroaches on the cities wetlands and expands with informal slum settlements. The city and 
informal communities are exposed to multiple hazards, including floods, fi res and landslides. These hazards cause 
economic losses of US$30 million a year. These losses are expected to increase to US$100 million by 2040. Climate 
change is expected to increase stresses along with this urbanisation and the associated demands on ecosystems 
including wetlands and Lake Victoria.

Consolate Kiyingi, a risk manager with Kampala Capital City Authority (KCCA), leads the ‘Making Cities Sustainable 
and Resilient’ and similar disaster initiatives. Importantly, this risk management offi ce is in the KCCA executive 
strategic planning offi ce and thus positioned to align with city planning processes and allowing it to convene 
multiple sectors and stakeholders.

In 2016, the KCCA, World Bank, Agence Française de Développement and partners developed the Kampala Climate 
Change Action Strategy. This strategy mainstreams climate change response in all city services, aligning with the 
2015-2019 City Strategic plan to transform Kampala into a vibrant, attractive and Sustainable City. However, the climate 
change strategy focuses on reducing greenhouse gas emissions and only notes generic coping strategies for climate-
resilient infrastructure. Additionally, limited resources constrain the implementation of the strategy and city plan.

In March 2018, UNDP supported a multi-hazard risk & vulnerability profi le. Importantly, the KCCA used this profi le for its 
new draft 5-year strategic plan, which includes a pillar on risk. The profi le details a high risk from floods and importantly, 
solutions for issues such as drainage into neighbouring areas. Climate change will change the frequency and intensity 
of these climate hazards.

In August 2018, the UNDRR and EC DEVCO funded Making Cities Sustainable and Resilient Action worked with the 
KCCA to develop a local disaster risk reduction plan based on a detailed scorecard assessment. KCCA with 
stakeholders benchmarked current capacities and developed actions including for Essential 2 – identify, understand 
and use current and future risk scenarios. Actions commit to increasing risk awareness at grassroots level by 
undertaking local, grassroots sensitisation of political and community leaders on the local hazards putting their 
communities at risk and make detailed risk assessments for high-risk hazards which currently include a climate-
related high risk of flooding and medium risk of dry spells.

57% of action plans 
reference National plans

The national leadership in Mongolia contextualised and supported action planning in all of its 23 provinces. In Palestine, 
the academic facilitator provided additional workshop days so participants could understand the disaster and climate 
resilience terminology and systems.
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In 2019, the risk management offi ce within KCCA’s executive strategic function aligned the 2018 local disaster risk 
reduction plan and 2016 Kampala Climate Change Action Strategy, focusing on climate change mitigation into a Draft – 
Kampala Disaster Risk and Climate Change Resilience Plan. Like most cities, importantly and challengingly, the plan 
does not yet use future climate scenarios to plan resilience actions related to floods, dry spells, or heat risks. And thus, 
the plan does not yet consider resilience based on future rainfall and temperature patterns and thus risk scenarios, 
relating to future vulnerable systems such as water supply, future stresses on lake ecosystems and population growth. 
However, the plans have common coping strategies for tree planting and nature-based solutions, linking with natural 
ecosystems focus of the scorecard’s Essential 5. Although aligning the plan is important and proactive, opportunities 
remain to inform future actions based on an understanding of future risk scenarios. Opportunities include opening the 
door to climate risk fi nancing based on actionable projects.

Understanding future risk scenarios is globally challenging, requiring collaboration with academe, think tanks and 
national climate agencies. At the local level, as Consolate Kiyingi said, to address risk, we need “data, data, data” to 
facilitate right decisions to identify, understand and use current and future risk scenarios.

As part of KCCA’s executive strategic function, the risk management offi ce builds political and administrative 
understanding and goodwill for disaster risk reduction. The planning process and action plans robustly involved KCCA 
departments and sectors who are named as responsible in the action plan. The risk management offi ce also proactively 
fosters relationships with non-government stakeholders, facilitating future implementation capacity.

Kampala proactively, and as directed by the Ugandan government, includes academe and civil society in planning 
processes. This network contains universities building the much-needed human capacity. KCCA established networks 
include Kampala’s oldest university Makerere and the Red Cross Climate Centre that has the expertise to understand 
the future disaster and climate risk. 

This collaboration gives a voice of concern to different groups. This voice is critical for both planning and 
implementation. For example, the National Union of Disabled Persons of Uganda, an umbrella NGO, contributes 
experiences in how to engage persons with disabilities and gives a voice to what its estimates as 13% of the population 
with disabilities.

The Making Cities Resilient and Sustainable planning process and risk management offi ce highlighted the 
importance to work across administrative boundaries and ecosystems. Collaboration is needed to address disaster 
and climate resilience, including for drainage, sanitation, critical shared infrastructure such as the airport and future 
climate challenges relating to Lake Victoria. Additionally, Kampala Capital City is part of a metropolitan city with 
shared resources and risks. The need to collaborate at a metropolitan level is highlighted by the fact that Kampala 
Capital City has a resident population of 1.5 million but swells to 4.5 million during daytime hours as people enter 
the city for employment.  

As Kampala moves proactively forward towards resilience and sustainability, it continues to align the planning 
process and build collaborations for implementation. While doing so, it continues to identify, understand and use 
current and future risk scenarios (Essential 2).

Importance of positioning disaster risk reduction focal points for the long term
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Coherence with the commission's development programme
Adopted in 2017, the EU External Investment Plan (EIP) focuses on Africa and Europe neighbourhood. The EU EIP 
seeks to leverage investments with grants and facilitate loans from other organisations to help boost investment in 
partner countries in Africa and the European neighbourhood. The Action did help mobilise and leverage public and city 
funds. However, the Action had limited success in leveraging private investments and actions of international donors. 

The Action aligns with the aims of the Global Climate Change Alliance (GCCA) as well as the approaches in the 
EU action plan for resilience in crisis prone countries 2013–2020. This alignment includes multi-stakeholder and 
multi-sector approaches for testing and piloting of urban resilience initiatives as well as limited contributions to 
methodologies for multi-risk management and measuring resilience. Additionally, the Action targets cities in countries 
that are priorities of both Agenda 2030 and the European consensus on development. Many of the targeted cities are 
in the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and Small Island Developing States (SIDs).

Coherence/complementarity quick answer: The Action is aligned with the aims of the Commission’s Development 
Programme. Although the Action is likely coherent with country policies and other donors’ interventions, the 
products did not systematically leverage their fi nancial or policy support. The Action highlights opportunities to 
evolve the approach to coherently create coherent opportunities and bankable projects with donors, national as well 
as climate and development actors. The tools link to the Sendai Framework Monitor, opening potential opportunities 
with national reporting.

2. Coherence/complementarity
Is the Action coherent within the Commission's development programme?
Is the Action coherent/complement with the partner country's policies and with other donors' interventions? 

Action plans or scorecards identify and leverage funding for resilience building actions 
from multi-laterals or other member states

Cities and stakeholders identify barriers and actions fundable resilience actions 

National authorities or donors support replication in other cities through policies or fi nance 

3

2

2

Partially achieved (2.3 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria
Extent cities use products to leverage fi nancial or policy support

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).

Coherence with country policies and other donor interventions
Despite directives in preliminary scorecards and with a notable exception in Mongolia, the Action struggled to 
robustly align or engage with national policies or actors. However, the approach increased cities recognition of the 
potential role of national actors. 57% of action plans reference national plans, frameworks and similarly 57% align 
to a national climate strategy.

City focal points and partner’s cities decided on which stakeholders participate, often depending on availability, 
noting many cities are small and remote. The Action promoted national engagement and in some cases, invited the 
EU delegations. However, the Action did not systematically request participation from other donors, relying more 
on city networks.



The exploratory diagnostic nature of the preliminary scorecards and the smaller size of most cities naturally 
challenge the early engagement of donors. The preliminary scorecard and action planning focus signifi cantly on 
city budgets but also introduce the idea of donors. Impressively, most of the 23 cities either plan to make a 
bankable project or have a funding strategy outside of existing budgets, many mention INGOs, climate change 
trusts or plans to map for donors. To address this common concern, UNDRR planned a workshop on fi nancing in 
Incheon in March 2020. The COVID-19 outbreak caused the workshop postponement. Notably, both Nablus and 
Kampala continued links with GIZ and World Bank in parallel actions. However, like most cities support is needed 
to prioritise and develop bankable projects for external donors.

Discussions with UNDRR, partners and focal points indicate that cities need the space and time to engage national 
government, the United Nations Country Team (UNCT), EU and other donors at the appropriate moments. Additionally, 
smaller cities need support and in some cases the legal empowerment to engage donors, by developing concept notes 
and feasibility studies. Smaller cities are likely to need support from the national government or other disaster risk 
reduction networks to make this happen. However, only 36% of preliminary scorecards cite links with DRR networks or 
name and plan to connect with a DRR related network. 

The indicators from the scorecard are embedded in the Sendai Framework Monitoring which should simplify reporting 
by local governments.

The extent to which the development intervention's objectives were achieved, or are expected to be achieved, taking 
into account their relative importance. The fi nding should provide a clear overview of the outputs and their quality as 
well as the critical success/failure factors.

On awareness raising, what worked well at the city and global levels? How did awareness raising, particularly at the 
political level, influence other results? (This question is also relevant to ‘Effi ciency’)
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3. Effectiveness

Did the activities contribute to the achievement of the expected outcomes?
Is there a difference in the actual or expected achievement of objectives? If no, what were the key factors 
affecting the achievement of objectives?
When considering the immediate outputs achieved from the project, such as the DRR/resilience action plan,
the analysis should consider the content/quality of the plans and identify the conditions for success. What 
were the conditions for the successful and the less successful outcomes, e.g. high-level commitments, external 
drivers for having the DRR action plans in place, dedicated technical leadership, on-going process, etc.?

Cities are satisfi ed with the support and products to build analysis, collaboration and action plans  

Cities and other stakeholders have a common understanding of DRR, reliable evidence, 
network/collaboration building, action planning and defi ning roles. 

Products support - political support, technical direction and resource mobilisation based on 
shared multi-stakeholder validated analysis

2

3

3

Largely achieved with learning on involving stakeholder (2.67 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria
Extent cities and Stakeholders align success factors and objectives with building resilience

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).
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Effectiveness quick answer: The Action achieved its objectives and outcomes, with most cities comprehensively 
completing both analysis and action plans. Planned actions from the preliminary scorecard are understandably more 
aspirational than from the detailed scorecard and associated 23 action plans. This reflects the greater investment 
in facilitation as well as the space, time and political, technical and administrative commitment to galvanise 
participation. These success factors increased the quality of outputs with a shared understanding of risk and 
actions with stakeholders, often for the fi rst time, discussing collaboration and actions with a risk lens. Partners 
noted the approach needs to be calibrated to the capacity of the city. Larger cities with capacity benefi t from 
increased ownership of the process, whereas smaller cities require external intellectual and facilitating resources to 
access fi nance, support and network, which might not be pre-existing.

Section 1 expresses by objective and result, how activities contribute to achievement with some commentary on 
quality and success/failure factors.

Achievements, completeness and quality

Quality and success/failure factors

As detailed in Section 1, the Action achieved or surpassed its indicators and targets. Most notably, 90% of city 
focal points said participating stakeholders increasing understanding and awareness of potential risks and 
weaknesses – some said it was an eye-opener. The scorecards, in turn, set the cities in a direction based on the 
10 Essentials, mainstreaming in existing city budgets and plans as well as guiding towards opportunities beyond 
the city administrations. As discussed under relevance, increasing awareness is limited to participants mostly 
from city administrations.

The Action supported cities to comprehensively complete the preliminary scorecards, agreeing as a group, actions by 
indicator for each of the 10 Essentials. Data extracted from 70 preliminary scorecards shows cities on average 
completed 78% of the preliminary scorecards 47 indicators. In terms of quality33, 68% of indicators have responses 
including an appropriately considered action or comment or a high self-assessment requiring no action. Most of the 
cities that struggled are in isolated locations in Africa and the Americas. 

All 23 cities completed action plans, 95% comprehensively. 90% of the action plans and scorecards retain the structure 
of the 10 Essentials. Two of the action plans have interconnections between Essentials indicating an additional level of 
positive consideration and debate in workshops. Two cities adapted the structure further towards their city needs, 
including Mongolia. Three cities added implementation strategies and 6 more document further emerging strategies 
or priorities beyond the scorecard. Where appropriate to the city, 95% of actions have named a responsible 
organisation and are time-bound.

As a pilot project or Action with a large number of diverse participating cities across the globe, some factors for 
success and quality are emerging and are discussed throughout this evaluation. The following are emerging 
conditions for success, affecting or limiting the quality of the outcomes.

All interviewees agree political, administrative and technical leadership is critical for success and failure. All 
recognise that elections and turnover of not just top leadership but also department heads and budget holders is a 
major factor for success or failure. Interviews indicate one-on-one relationship building is important to activating 
leadership buy-in. This buy-in requires space and time commitments from focal points and partners. The mid-term 
review noted the importance of active engagement of the then UNISDR executive team in creating political 
commitments at the city level. Interviewees confi rmed the importance of the UN convening power, albeit coming with 
some initial expectations of follow-on fi nancing or incentives of travel/exposure. Stakeholders agree that global and 
regional workshops contribute to attaining and maintaining political and senior staff support. Interviewees also 
highlight sustaining commitment includes institutional change with new platforms for collaboration or new or 
repositioned disaster risk reduction focal points and well as legislative change.

33 Indicator was considered if a score of 0 or 1 had an appropriate and associated action, whereas a score of 2 needed a verifi cation or appropriate comment, 
but a top score of 3 did not require verifi cation.



The section on sustainability and recommendations discusses further these issues. The Action selected cities, 
rather than cities joining in a competition or requesting specifi c support. Discussions highlight that UNDRR, partners 
and the focal points need to sometimes gain and then broaden the support from political and administrative 
leaders as well as department heads. Many consider workshops important to political awareness and asserting 
positive peer pressure.

Interviewees note that quality is constrained by the initial participant’s low level of knowledge and understanding 
of climate and disaster risk. However, almost all focal points said participants left the workshop understanding 
how their own work contributes to resilience both within their silos as well as in collaboration with others. Many 
UNDRR staff, partners and focal points note that increasing pre-workshop awareness would contribute to quality 
outcomes. In Nablus, the academic facilitator added additional days to explain basic concepts and mechanisms 
such as the Sendai Framework.
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Similarly, quality and implementation depend signifi cantly on engaging stakeholders with the skills and expertise to 
implement risk reduction measures. Participation in preliminary scorecards is largely limited to city offi cials with on 
average 7.1 departments participating but less than 21% of cities involved non-city stakeholders during preliminary 
scorecards. However, most cities include aspirational actions to engage civil society, academe and the private sector 
directly or in platforms. The Action achieved broader participation in the 23 pilot Cities with 75% including private 
sector or civil society, or Red Cross participants and 83% including academia34. Indications are that factors affecting 
quality depends more on the ability of UNDRR and partners to engage cities than the partnership approach.

As discussed under coherence, the success or failure of actions depends on policymaking and implementation 
capacity. 57% of cities have alignment with national strategies. Half of the preliminary scorecards include planned 
changes to institutional arrangements. National engagement in Mongolia was critical for quality control, 
contextualisation and implementation support. Interviewees noted that larger cities have more capacity to operate 
separately, but smaller cities rely more on national or sub-national support. Similarly, larger and richer cities have the 
resources to develop concept notes and feasibility studies. However, the Action did not systematically encourage this. 
Based on success examples, indications are that quality depends on timing relating to city strategic plans for 
opportunities to link with other processes such as climate change mitigation in Kampala or Sustainable Development 
Goals in Nablus.

34 This includes Barrios (neighbourhood), NGOs or CSOs

14% preliminary 
scorecards reference 
climate plan

57% action 
plans  Reference 

climate plan
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Nablus City - Improving stakeholder understanding of disaster risk reduction 
and resilience

CASE STUDY

The Action selected Nablus as 1 of 23 cities receiving support to improve its understanding of disaster resilience and 
develop a multi-stakeholder action plan. To achieve this, UNDRR and Nablus city worked closely with An-Najah 
University to facilitate the process. Within the Universities Scientifi c Center is the Urban Planning and Disaster Risk 
Reduction Center (UPDRRC) with leading experience and knowledge of disaster resilience. The facilitation prioritized 
multi-stakeholder collaboration.

Government participants included key city offi cials, departments and Palestinian offi cials from ministries of education, 
local government, public works and housing, health, interior affairs, fi nance, information, civil defence and 
environmental quality authority and economy. These participants provide a link to national actors and resources 
needed to evolve and enforce regulations and make risk-sensitive investments.

Building a platform for collaboration participants included representatives from Nablus Municipality and other 
municipalities from Nablus governorate. This collaboration facilitates opportunities of building political capital, resource 
sharing, ecosystem level collaboration and potential replication. Also invited were other university professors and 
students as well as NGOs, Red Cross and local media stations, allowing outreach to communities for disaster awareness. 

The approach prioritised the private and services sector, including the Northern Electricity Distribution Company and 
Nablus Chamber of Commerce and industry representatives. Importantly, recognising the risk from earthquakes, the 
organisers invited the private sector including practitioner engineering fi rms and engineers association. Invites and 
attendance was in part defi ned by individual and institutional networks and knowledge of disaster resilience.

Displaying political support for resilience, the Governor, Mayor and acting president of An-Najah University made 
speeches in the Opening ceremony. Nablus city and University recognised that stakeholders came from diverse 
backgrounds with critical knowledge in their own fi elds but limited knowledge of broader disaster resilience.

To address this, the Action held a 2-day workshop to introduce participants to the Action as well as disaster risk 
reduction, risk assessment and management concepts and how that links with the national and local context and 
opportunities. The workshop presented the rationale for Nablus cities involvement with UNDRR, the Action and the 
importance of resilience in sustainable development.

The University introduced the Hyogo Framework 2005-2015 and the then new Sendia Framework 2015-2030 with their 
priorities. Presentations continued to discuss the need for disaster reduction as a national priority and the benefi ts to 
work on both community and national level. The fi rst day ended reflecting on seismic risk. The second day discussed 
different terminologies and then introduced the detailed scorecard and the 10 Essentials.

Allowing time for reflection, 1 month later the organisers then proceeded with the scorecard workshop and action 
planning. Similarly, after the second workshop the organisers initiated follow-on meetings to re-enforce multi-
stakeholder collaboration. The organizers held discussions with core participants Civil Defence, UPDRRC and Nablus 
Municipality. Additionally, they held discussions with public and private companies such as insurance companies and 
the manager of insurance section at Nablus municipality, Palestinian Telecommunications Company, North Electricity 
Distribution Company and Water, Sanitation and Engineering departments at Nablus municipality and the city Engineer.  
The organisers held follow-up discussions with Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics as well as Palestinian Red 
Crescent Society and Ministry of National Economy.
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Similarly, quality of coherence with climate-related hazards is limited. Despite 82% of cities noting hydro-
meteorological hazards as their main hazard, only 21% reference climate change plans or actors in preliminary 
scorecards.

About half of all city focal points and almost all UNDRR staff and partners said the approach needs to increase 
space and time to improve the awareness, understanding and collaboration of a range of stakeholders, their skills 
expertise and capacity. City focal points recognise that future robust engagement of stakeholders is important for 
success or failure allowing access to resources, knowledge and expertise going into the scorecards and action 
plans and limits implementational capacity. For example, in Palestine, the engineers association was key to 
implementing the building code.

Continuous support will affect quality. The scorecards and approach highlight the need for cities to access DRR 
networks for knowledge and continued support. Scorecards reflect that most cities seek exchanges, city-to-city learning 
within similar typologies of problems and solutions with about half seeking or having existing exchanges. 

Effi ciency quick answer: The action invested 35 times more in the 23 pilot cities (€100,435 on average) than the 214 
preliminary scorecard cities (€2,897 on average). As an interviewee said, “you get what you pay for”. For €2,897, the 
preliminary scorecard raised awareness of disaster resilience, within cities departments, allowing them “to see where 
they are” and guide them to “initial fi rst steps”. However, for €100,435, cities and stakeholders improved their 
understanding of risk to develop actions plans focused mostly on existing city budgets and plans but also including 
academe, civil society and the private sector. Cities offi cials valued multi-country workshops and advocacy noting the 
benefi ts of positive peer pressure and accessing a network of collaborators with similar challenges. 

A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are converted to results.

4. Effi ciency

Were the activities implemented in a cost-effi cient and timely manner to deliver the results?
How appropriate were the different types of partnerships employed to achieve expected results (including 
reflection on the use of contractors/implementing partners)? 
What were the lessons on implementing the multi-country methodological exercises, e.g. bringing people from 
different countries to joint-workshops, peer processes, etc.?  Were these the most effi cient approaches to 
achieve the results in a cost-effective manner?

Stakeholders express the value of multi-country workshops with objectives not met 
by national approaches 

Cities and stakeholders can link workshops to political support or action 

Cities and stakeholders report continued participation (or budget allocation for) of DRR-networks, 
peer-2-peer and workshops 

4

2

2

Largely achieved (2.67 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria
Extent UNDRR, IP and cities can articulate the benefi ts of multi-country workshops over national training and consulting 

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).
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Partnerships and Costs 
The mid-term review noted that the then UNISDR had 
achieved outstanding results in 20 pilot cities through 
high-level engagement and well-calibrated capacity 
development efforts. . . but less signifi cant effectiveness 
recorded in 200 pilot cities, where the facilitation function 
has been outsourced to various implementation partners 
whose level of engagement with the cities varies from 
region to region. The difference in achievements is reflected 
in the level of investment. The Action invested 35 times 
more in each of the 23 pilot cities (€100,435 each) than for 
the 214 preliminary scorecard cities (€2,897 each). As 1 
interviewee said that “you get what you pay for”. 

For on average €2,897, the preliminary scorecard raised awareness of disaster resilience, allowing on average 7.1 cities 
departments “see where they are” and agree “initial fi rst steps together” in disaster risk reduction. The preliminary 
scorecard is neither a deep dive or sophisticated analysis of climate and disaster and its quality and the main change is 
dependent on participants in the workshop. On average, this costs €381 per department.

Most, grantees receive a modest €880 to €885 per city with most supporting 50 cities to complete the preliminary 
scorecard. UNDRR incorporated learning from the 2017 preliminary scorecards to improve the approach in 2018. In 2018 
UNDRR contracted AIDMI, an NGO in India, to facilitate the scorecards in 16 cities. The cost of this facilitation was 
€1,870 for each city and this produced more localised and contextualised scorecard assessments. This amount is 
reflective of the external funds for replication of the preliminary scorecard workshop. 

The Action supported 23 cities with a more detailed scorecard and an analytical action plan. The process is 36 times 
more expensive at €100,435 per city, with signifi cantly more engagement, support and workshops. The action planning 
products varied in quality from a simple scorecard table to a 140-page profi le, analysis and comprehensive action plan. 
For on average €100,435, 23 action plans bring a risk lens to existing city teams, budgets and plans. This risk lens is 
reflected in the level of engagement, detail, reallocation of resources and mainstreaming. The effi ciency of outcomes 
depends more on the ability of UNDRR, the city and partners to engage cities than the type of partners approach. 
Engagement of sectors, civil society, private actors and academe was signifi cantly better in almost all of the 23 cities. 
This engagement helped build a network for collaboration and implementation, as well as broadening the risk awareness 
and investments outside of the city budgets. The additional cost also signifi cantly increased awareness of transboundary 
issues and willingness to consider developing resilience projects. Additionally, in some countries increased national 
participation led to replication.   

The cost of consultants or grantee engagement varied from about €15,000 to €30,000 per city. Indications are that 
effi ciency related to quality often depends on timing relating to city strategic plans for opportunities to link with other 
processes such as climate change mitigation in Kampala. No city reported signifi cant leveraging of additional fi nancing 
or measured changes to implementations capacity. UNDRR planned a workshop in March 2020 to explore solutions and 
opportunities for fi nancing resilience. However, COVID-19 caused this workshop to be postponed.

A few cities note that the products could inform future concept notes or feasibility studies, but this requires more 
in-depth support. Focusing more in-depth on smaller numbers of cities with great support would bring cities further 
along the path to leveraging fi nance. However, the pilot needs to consider an effi cient model which can be used by states 
to address a large number of cities and municipalities that needing support. 

Despite some technical challenges, partners and focal points consider the approach user-friendly and effi cient to use. 
Most of the expense is in partner and participants travel costs. Interviewee’s consider the preliminary scorecard and 
approach, an easy to use low-cost approach, especially to engage participants and initiate the process. However, the 
detailed scorecard although signifi cantly more expensive, complicated, comprehensive and detailed, provides additional 
clarity for comprehensive action planning and collaboration.

COSTS

Result 1

Result 2

Result 4

Total

 €  545,000 

 €  620,000 

 €  2,130,000 

214

23

 €  2,987

 €  100,435

Unit Per Unit



Travel and workshops costs
61% of the Action’s budget is allocated to technical support, benefi ciary travel, contractual services and grants. Most 
activities are workshops. 32% of the Actions budget is allocated to staff and staff travel.

In addition to direct programme scorecards and action planning workshops, the 2019 progress report states the Action 
involved almost 2,000 participants in global, regional and national exchanges, workshops and follow-up sharing and 
meetings. This included global training of trainers and global experience sharing, 9 regional kick-off and experience 
sharing workshops. At the national level, at least 59 workshops and many more direct consultations and meetings 
involved almost 2,000 people.

Most partners and focal points value signifi cantly the multi-country workshops which they feel contributed to increasing 
motivations and retaining leaders support, but mostly valuing the sharing experiences and linking with other cities that 
have similar challenges and “knowing you are not alone”. Focal points and partners noted that the workshops add some 
positive peer-pressure as cities try to complete actions or good practice to highlight in before attending workshops. 
Focal points and partners suggest workshops could be more focused by type of city and language group and that they 
value making contacts and establishing a network with similar professionals.
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Approaches
UNDRR used a variety of approaches to provide close support for 23 cities to develop disaster resilient action plans. 5 
individual consultants in the Americas worked directly with cities. 2 organizations worked with cities in Asia and the 
Pacifi c (SEEDS Asia and ICLEI Oceania) respectively. In Africa, a UNDRR urban specialist worked as a focal point for 
implementing the action. In contrast, the Arab States used a combination of institutional (An-Najah University) and 
experts to facilitate the process. This allowed UNDRR experiment and compare methodologies. Reports and the 
mid-term review note complementary with other UNDRR work and a wide range of functionalities critical for the effective 
project implementation in multiple regions, ranging from communication to information technology and high-level 
management support, facilitation and coordination.

Reviews, reports and results indicate that each approach has a different impact in terms of flexibility to a city’s’ 
context. The approaches evolved with pre-orientation workshops and follow-up complementing the multi-stakeholder 
scorecard workshops, including peer-to-peer support. Partners and focal points noted some good practice relating to 
the different approaches

In discussions, many partners noted the approach needs to be calibrated to the capacity of the city. Larger cities 
with capacity benefi t from increased ownership of the process, whereas smaller cities require external intellectual 
and facilitating resources to access fi nance, support and network, which might not be pre-existing. However, the key 
skills are facilitation and space and time to facilitate stakeholder engagement.

The consultant approach allowed for a more comprehensive analysis but less internal ownership than a city-led 
approach. The consultant background influenced the emphasis of action plans. 
The institutional grantee approach allowed cities to naturally partake in the organisations' networks, if not 
already a member of, for example, ICLEI.
The use of local university consultants within the existing city networks allows for additional support, such as 
explaining DRR frameworks, and ensures expertise continues within the city.
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To what extent are capacities in place, so the benefi ts of the Action continue after 
the end of the Action's implementation?
To what extent have the target benefi ciaries institutionalized the processes of Scorecard assessment 
and DRR action planning?
Had any network or connection between cities and partners been established to support the continued
dialogue and learning beyond the Action’s period?
Is there any structure/institutional process created as a result of the Action that is maintained after the end 
of the Action? This can be within the city administration, linkage to other stakeholders, etc.

5. Sustainability including stakeholder ownership
and institutionalisation
The continuation of benefi ts from a development intervention after signifi cant development assistance has been 
completed. The probability of continued long-term benefi ts. The resilience to risk of the net benefi t flows over time.

Sustainability quick answer: The Action initiated a long-term process. Many commitments and actions are 
institutionalised, especially in resource rich cities, within city and departments, budgets and plans. The benefi ts of this 
are likely to continue, especially if supported by a well-positioned DRR focal point, albeit challenged by turn-over and 
elections. Transboundary, collaborative or multi-stakeholder actions need further political and technical support to be 
realised and sustained, likely from national level for resource poor cities. Cities have access to national as well as 
city-to-city networks and sharing, but with limited support on disaster resilience. However, the Action is implemented 
within UNDRR wider initiatives that continue to evolve such as for resilience fi nancing. The length of the action plans is 
not dependant on region or partners type, indicating cities decided on time periods independently.

National or local authorities link the Action to changing laws, institutional arrangements 
and resource allocations for capacities development

National or local authorities allocate resources to contextualise, replicate 
or update scorecard, plan including to monitor locally derived indicators or capacity

National or local authorities link the Action to the allocation of resources 
for long term multi-stakeholder or multi-sector collaborations 

1

4

2

Partially to largely achieved with learning on involving national government 
and other stakeholders (2.5 out of 4)

Partially to largely achieved with learning on involving national government 
and other stakeholders (2.5 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria

Reasoned assessment criteria

Extent cities and other stakeholders invest in long term DRR initiatives as a result of the action

Extent cities and other stakeholders invest in long term DRR initiatives as a result of the action

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).
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74% preliminary
scorecard reference 
city strategic plan

83% action plans 
reference 

city strategic plan

The scorecards guide cities to make institutional and legal changes to support continuing to build disaster resilience. 
Almost half of the cities with preliminary scorecards either committed to reviewing institutional arrangements or plan 
changes, such as establishing multi-stakeholder platforms. Additionally, half of the action plans identify legal changes 
needed. 85% of preliminary scorecards plan changes to fi nancing arrangements mostly establishing contingency funds 
but a few name potential donors as well.

National support

Sustaining knowledge

Interviews and documents indicate larger cities have the fi nancial and organisational capacity to continue to mainstream 
disaster resilience. Small cities need continual support external skills and resources such as GIS capabilities. Low 
levels of national engagement challenge this support. Impact statements indicate signifi cant success in supporting 
structures and leadership in some countries. Similarly, UNDRR also reports that ICLEI Oceania, serving as an 
implementing partner in the Pacifi c, extended technical support to cities in Fiji for DRR action planning. National and 
city focal points continue within UNDRR regional and global supports and networks. UNDRR continue to support 
workshops including a recently postponed in Incheon which would focus on fi nancing, a major concern for cities.

City and participating stakeholders increased awareness, understanding and commitment to “what needs to be done”. 
However, lack of DRR network support risks this political and administrative commitment, as awareness and 
understanding are diluted over time due to turn-over of staff, elections and new planning cycles. About half of the 
preliminary scorecards have no supporting network. The other half cite city-to-city exchanges as the main source of 
network support for disaster resilience and a few note the Rockefeller association, ICLEI, World Bank or UNDRR. 
Partners and UNDRR do not have the resources to support each city, but this continuous support remains a need and 
opportunity, with the Making Cities Resilient Campaign successor programme.

Sustaining mainstreaming actions
Cities action plans and focal points are clear that responsibility for sustaining actions is the city itself. Action plans 
average 5-year duration and focus on mainstreaming in city planning cycles, resources and budgets. Importantly, 
cities budgeting, strategic and planning cycles have support structures. Short plans focus on annual budgets and 
disaster preparedness. Many cities have strategic planning every 5 years and zonal plans over a longer period. Thus, 
actions plans of 5 years or more are more likely to allow integrated actions into these critical plans. Kampala robustly 
mainstreamed climate and disaster risk profi les into city planning, informing a risk pillar in the new 5-year plan, 
starting 2020. The length of the action plans is not dependant on region or partners type, indicating cities decided on 
time periods independently.
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Ulaanbaatar City - Bringing urban resilience to scale: the role of a national 
government in supporting country-wide urban resilience

CASE STUDY

In 2016, Mongolia’s National Emergency Management Agency (NEMA) with UNDRR and the United Nations in 
Mongolia agreed to engage Mongolian cities in the Making Cities Resilient Campaign. Initially, 3 major cities joined the 
Campaign: Ulaanbaatar, Darkhan and Erdenet. The EU funded Making Cities Resilient and Sustainable Action allowed 
Ulaanbaatar to conduct a training on the implementation of the Sendai Framework, then facilitate a detailed scorecard 
diagnostic followed by an action planning with mostly city offi cials. 

The deputy prime minister’s offi ce and Mongolia’s NEMA with UNDRR Offi ce for Northeast Asia (ONEA) support led 
the process. This national leadership allowed the government equip cities with the necessary fundamental knowledge 
on disaster risk reduction and diagnostics to build resilience. The approach provides tools to self-assess progress in 
building disaster resilience as well as developing disaster risk reduction and resilience action plans.

The deputy prime minister’s offi ce as responsible for developing Mongolia's National Disaster Risk Reduction Plan, 
aims to have local disaster risk reduction plans in all provinces. To this end, the Mongolian Government established 
working protocols with UNDRR regarding focal points in the deputy prime minister’s offi ce as well as Mongolia’s 
NEMA. Thus, the government could plan all activities with UNDRR, including contextualising the tools within a 
comparable framework as well as planning workshops and actions with cities. 
 
Mongolia’s NEMA led the contextualisation process and thus the workshops emphasised key questions on local 
disaster preparedness especially for earthquakes and established protocols for Disaster Protection Plan (DRR 
strategy) and Local Disaster Protection Plan (local DRR plan). The plans are structured to be annual, focusing further 
prioritise on disaster preparedness. 

Between 2016 and 2017, the Action supported 7 workshops in Ulaanbaatar, totalling 12 days. During this time, the city 
received knowledge on disaster risk reduction and completed a detailed scorecard and action plan. The national 
replication to all 22 provinces takes learnings from this EU supported diagnostic and planning process in Ulaanbaatar. 

During 2017 and 2018, NEMA supported all 22 provinces in 5 regions to complete the scorecards and action plans. 
This roll-out involved 62 workshops over 2 years as well as much political and technical support to have cities approve 
all plans. Importantly, the national authorities have DRR focal points in all cities. This nationalisation of the process 
allows NEMA to have and retain expertise as well as structures for continual support for the annually updated plans. 

Replication nationally required signifi cant facilitation with workshops staff, time and travel commitments, especially 
for distant provinces. The government adapted the approach, recognising time demands on local offi cials, thus 
creating shorter but more frequent workshops. Most cities held 2 to 3 workshops of short 1- or 2-day duration, 
whereas Ulaanbaatar held 7, totalling 12 days. 

The scorecards and action plans have a common framework guiding national support. Common to the plans is 
improving management and organisational arrangements for disaster risk reduction including renewing disaster 
protection policies documents, budgeting and emphasising the importance of the "local disaster risk reduction 
council". National involvement facilitates sharing of issues and standard procedures relating to a disaster database, 
training, earthquake resilience benchmarks and protection of common problems like infectious diseases.

The Mongolian government and cities benefi ted from a greater understanding of disaster risk as well as coming 
together to share challenges and priority actions. The Mongolian government now provides resource persons to 
UNDRR experience sharing workshops. During these workshops, challenges include improving the local legal 
environment, promoting implementor responsibility, training offi cers and increasing investment. However, the time 
allocated to the process remains a challenge. 



Strong national leadership provided contextualised and comparable processes that contribute to national disaster risk 
reduction plans. National involvement identifi es opportunities to invest in shared analysis, priorities and challenges 
coming from all 22 provinces. National government has the mandate, convening power and resources to scale the 
Action to effi ciently and speedily conduct 6 of the 2-day workshops and encourage political and administrative support 
for disaster risk reduction. Additionally, learnings, skills and resources remain in Mongolia as urban resilience 
continues to be built with both Mongolian good practice and city-ot-city collaboration as well as international sharing.
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What are the outcomes/impact (positive/negative, direct/indirect, tangible/intangible) on the Action’s target 
benefi ciary cities, local governments and their stakeholders?
What are the outcomes/impact (positive/negative, direct/indirect, tangible/intangible) on the Action's partners, 
including academia, NGOs/CSOs partners and national governments?

What real difference has the Action made to the international, national and local partners and stakeholders? 
What is the extent to which the Action has contributed to positive changes?
How did it influence the work of the national and local institutions? 
Looking beyond the immediate scope of the Action, are the outcomes of the action contributing to the creation 
of a broader impact? For example, what is the potential of having the DRR/resilience plans integrated into 
urban plans, investment plans or DRR arrangements? How have the awareness and analytical work on disaster 
risk reduction, such as the result of the scorecard assessment been translated into a wider city planning/
actions to strengthen disaster risk reduction, if applicable?

6. Impact
Positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a development intervention, directly or 
indirectly, intended or unintended.

Stakeholders can cite additional positive or negative impacts for mobilising resources through 
new networks, multi-stakeholder alliances, changing planning paradigms or funds

NOTE: Planned changes evaluated in evaluation objective 1

Multi-stakeholder alliances created or opportunities for resilience or capacity taken

Stakeholders reallocated resources or adjusted relationships because of project

Diagnostic or plans (Result 4) mobilised or quantifi ed need risk-lens in existing or new 
fi nancing and support

2

3

3

3

Partially to largely achieved (2.5 out of 4)

Largely achieved (3 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria

Reasoned assessment criteria

Extent national, local and other stakeholders articulate planned and unexpected impacts associated with the project

Extent national, local, academia, partners and NGO/CSO have clarifi ed roles and opportunities

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).
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Impact quick answer: The Action met its targets, increasing cities and participants understanding and awareness of 
disaster risk with a shared analysis and associated actions. Additionally, in some cases the Action contributes to 
developing or evolving risk profi les for integrating risk urban plans. Importantly, action plans average 5-year, allowing 
opportunities to integrate the shared analysis further into city strategic plans. Agreed actions such as new laws, fi nancing 
and platforms are more aspirational in the preliminary scorecard than the more stakeholder involved 23 action plans. 
The Action benefi ted more directly to city departments than non-city stakeholders. However, implementing partners 
note that participants realising how their existing work contributes to resilience and the opportunities to take a multi-
sector approach. The Action struggled to leverage fi nancing outside of city budgets.

Summary of outcomes

Broader outcomes and linkages

Section 1 assesses the Action's outputs and achievements, benchmarked to objectives, results, indicators, targets and 
assumptions as per the Action’s Joint Project Agreement. The Action achieved or surpassed its results and indicators. 
90% of city focal points consider the scorecard a good entry point to understanding climate and disaster risk and plan 
initial steps or low hanging fruit as well as to understand what city investments already contribute to resilience 
building. Cities comprehensively completed preliminary and detailed scorecards action points and action plans. 
Guided by the scorecards and action plans, cities defi ned initial actions in facilitated workshops with city departments 
and sectors. This resulted in good multi-sector risk planning, focusing on city budgets and mainstreaming into city 
plans. However, limited participation of civil society, academe and the private sector limited broader resilience-building 
actions outside of the cities budgets and plans. Similarly, limited involvement of national government and climate 
change actors limits support, 

Cities better understand the value and position of DRR focal points and platforms. Some focal points existed as civil 
protection leads focusing mostly on civil protection. The Action increases the understanding of the need to move 
beyond response towards disaster risk reduction and for broader collaboration and increasing political support 
contribute to the status of positions, sub-committees and in the case of Kampala, the DRR focal point became part of 
the executive offi ce.

Cities better understand the value of stakeholder engagement. Preliminary scorecards had limited involvement of 
academe, private and civil society. This limited the knowledge, experience, perspectives to the planning process to 
mostly government city functionaries. Almost all scorecards and action plans, as prompted by the indicators, include 
either aspirational actions to involve stakeholders or more of concrete steps. However, the preliminary scorecard 
actions indicate increased awareness of the need and benefi t of city offi cials to engage a boarder platform. 
Participants in half of the preliminary scorecard cities and 80% of detailed scorecards agreed to review or change 
institutional arrangements for stakeholders.

Action plans defi ne roles of civil society, academe and the private sector. The action plans defi ne desired roles and 
state intent to consult further with the private sector mostly targeting media, chambers of commerce, banks and 
insurance companies but also industries important to individual Cities. Action plans state suggested roles for NGO, 
CSO, Churches and Barrios (neighbourhoods), mostly directed to recovery or technical support. The plans cite roles 
with Red Cross in response and recovery and importantly, roles for academe for capacity building, facilitation or public 
education.

57% of action plans align with national strategies, priorities or plans or defi ne national or regional roles or links with 
other cities. The Action and UNDRR contribute to increased demand for city-to-city exchanges and sharing of 
experience and engagement in peer-to-peer learning and support.
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The Action did not direct the establishment of mechanisms to track risk-sensitive investments, rather focusing on 
understanding them and the role of the private sector. Importantly, the Action, especially in the 23 action plans, raised 
questions about integrating climate change mitigation and adaption as well as cross border collaboration. Action 
plans and interviews indicate most cities now understand better the benefi ts and opportunities for clearer pathways 
for ecosystem collaboration, as well as considering future risks, especially from climate change.

The Action highlighted the need for additional fi nancing in many, especially smaller cities. Financing requires additional 
support for concept notes and feasibility studies, especially those requiring an eco-system or cross administrative 
border approach. Of the 23 action plans, only 3 are budgeted, 12 mostly African cities plan to make a funding strategy if 
and when an opportunity is created.

22% action plans reference 
funding strategy

Community value-added quick answer: UNDRR and partners’ convening power, guidance and tools added signifi cant 
value to initiate the process increase cities awareness and understanding of disaster and climate risk. Without the 
intervention, few cities would have initiated the process within the Sendai framework without external support. The main 
exceptions are cities supported by C40, Rockefeller or other city resilience initiatives or mandated by national government.

7. Community value-added
The extent to which the project/programme adds benefi ts to what would have resulted from Member States' 
interventions in the same context.

How has the Action brought added value to the target cities by involving UNDRR and partners?
What impact has this Action made that would not have been possible without the intervention?

National or local authorities or other stakeholders can identify and compare similar 
available support and reasons for selecting this option

Authorities or other stakeholders articulate UNDRR and partners value-added including relative 
to other options (by partner type)

4

3

Largely to fully achieved (3.5 out of 4)

Reasoned assessment criteria
Extent cities, UNDRR and stakeholders can articulate an alternative pathway to a similar outcome

Reasoned assessment criteria scoring is on a four-point scale limitedly achieved (1), partially achieved (2), 
largely achieved (3), and fully achieved or surpassed (4).
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Value added of convening power and tools

Value in networks and learning

The Action increased awareness and helped cities better understand disaster and climate risk. The Actions provided 
preliminary next steps and for 23 cities detailed analysis and action planning. Only a handful of cities report other 
initiatives to build resilience with this experience such as the Rockefeller or C40.

UNDRR and partners articulate their experience in city planning and disaster resilience in tools, workshops and 
experiences as well as access to networks to initiate this understanding. UNDRR facilitated the development of the 
tools and implemented workshops convening a broad scope of specialised expertise. Importantly, the process 
broadened the ambition and understanding of disaster resilience beyond the civil protection or other individual silos.

UNDRR and partners supported city focal points and contributed additional convening power to gain multi-sector 
collaboration. The Action also initiated some multi-sector collaboration but communicated the importance of this 
collaboration for implementing disaster resilience actions.

Similarly, without the Action, cities would not have shared and learnt from other cities facing a similar context and 
challenges nor had the experiences of a broad range of actions articulated in key tools.

UNDRR has the core mandate, convening power, tools, partner and network to initiate these actions. Although UNDRR 
does not have a national presence, it does have a growing network of regional and national actors that could emerge 
to support making larger numbers of cities resilient. Similarly, national level institutions or partners such as AIDMI, 
UCLG, or ICLEI (to which many cities are members) are well-positioned to continue to support or access support for 
cities as they move towards implementation.
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LESSONS, GOOD PRACTICE 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
TO SCALE-UP THE IMPACT

SECTION 3:

Section 3 articulates lessons identifi ed for learning and good practice coming directly from the evaluation’s fi ndings. 
Recommendations consider learning from this pilot focusing on opportunities to scale-up impact in future Making Cities 
Resilient and Sustainable Actions. 

Lessons identifi ed for learning
Participants require space and time to increase their awareness and understanding of how their own work 
contributes to collaborative multi-sector and importantly multi-stakeholder disaster resilience whole-of-society 
actions. This joint planning and shared analysis inform actions by stakeholders. The approach helps for example 
urban planners, civil protection teams, public works engineers and social services departments understand how 
risk connects their actions and this takes multiple conversations and time. Participants, busy people, also require 
time to reflect on their own risks and resources as well as validate information for scorecards. Government, but 
especially non-government stakeholders, need persuasion and a business case or incentive, such as academic 
collaboration to allocate time and resources. Practically, this requires increasing preparatory information, 
adapting tools and having multiple and shorter workshops. This would increase the overall time for engagement.

Participants, experts and decision-makers in their own fi elds and departments, need time and support to 
understand the language, terminology and structures associated with whole-of-society disaster resilience. 
Similar terms have a different meaning in different contexts and meanings are often diffi cult to translate. During 
the action, a number of national governments (example Mongolia, Indonesia and Myanmar) supported the 
translations of scorecards. Practically, national actors are best positioned to translate guidance and provide 
contextualised materials to improve understating.

The quality of the scorecard outputs and action plans are dependent on the level of participation.  

The Action creates interest from observing and neighbouring cities to replicate resilience building. Many 
disaster risk reduction or resilience focal points noted that the action sparked interest from other cities to join the 
campaign and take resilience actions.  

Many aspects of resilience require metropolitan, transboundary or a collaborative approach. The Action prompts 
offi cials to plan on an eco-system level to engage actors outside the cities authority and budgets. External 
collaboration requires political willingness and planning, often building on existing collaboration. Larger cities also 
have more political capital and shared risks and resources with neighbouring municipalities relating for example 
to commuting populations or shared environmental or infrastructure resources. Practically, national or 
sub-national governments can support risk-informing this collaboration over time. Ideally at the metropolitan level 
is the entry point.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
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Smaller cities require more external and continuous support to plan, communicate and take actions. Regional, 
national and sub-national governments or agencies are positioned to provide this support. Larger cities are more 
independent, have capacities such as GIS and resources to implement plans and sustain activities. But larger 
cities still need national support for critical infrastructure, legal empowerment and transboundary collaboration. 
Some smaller cities struggled with the use of electronic tools and their transmission. Practically, especially for 
smaller or poorer cities support needs to be planned early. 

The Action struggled to help cities create pathways to understand future risk rather than just historical risks. 
Anticipated future scenarios of risk come from climate change, environmental degradation, societal and 
demographic change and actions outside of city boundaries. National institutions and many larger cities have 
universities and think tanks, investing resources to understand future risk from environmental degradation and 
climate change. Practically, future climate, urban and environmental scenarios need to be introduced early to 
inform disaster resilience actions and processes to develop pathways to understand and address future risks.

Short time frames in the action plans, constrain longer term mainstreaming actions, focusing more on short 
term disaster risk management or preparedness actions. Practically, this is the decision of cities, but the 
approach should help cities recognise limitations.

Larger cities with capacity benefi t from increased ownership of the process, whereas smaller cities require 
external intellectual and facilitating resources to access fi nance, support and network, which might not be 
pre-existing. However, the key skills are facilitation and space and time to facilitate stakeholder engagement. 

Good practice
In Mongolia, UNDRR collaboration with national focal points led to signifi cant contextualisation and replication, 
covering all 22 provinces. 

In Kampala, the Action helped institutionalise political capital by repositioning city disaster risk or resilience 
focal points within the strategic planning department or executive function of city government. This supports 
focal points to convene a broader range of stakeholders and sectors and directly align risk into with city-wide 
planning and resources.

Global, regional and national workshops increase political will, confi dence and create supporting networks of 
shared opportunities and challenges, in addition to the workshop topic. Cities seek to engage with networks of 
similar cities or contexts but have limited disaster risk reduction specifi c networks. 

In Nablus, the academic facilitator provided additional presentations for participants to understand disaster risk 
reduction, Sendai and global frameworks terminology and interconnectedness. Participants found this created 
an important shared basis for understanding and planning together resilience actions outside their own work 
competencies. 

In Kampala, long term city and university collaboration extends to shared conferences, seminars and strategies 
to produce current and future disaster and climate risk human resources. 

Quick Risk Estimations help cities reflect on forgotten, ignored or less frequent hazards, including man-made 
disasters such as terrorism, or as amplifi ed by the coronavirus outbreak. Risk estimations or overviews frame 
the scope of resilience building allowing cities to defi ne participation and thus, the future capacity to take actions. 
Practically, an initial desk study needs to inform if the city requires initial reflection on its less frequent risks and 
involvement of national, transboundary, or other stakeholders.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

6.

7.

8.

9.
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The Action allows city offi cials to better understand how civil society, academe and the private sector can 
contribute capacity to implement disaster risk reduction actions. After the Action, offi cials have a better 
business case to encourage participation. Although articulated in many action plans, staggering efforts and 
resources would increase the likelihood and momentum forming a multi-stakeholder alliance for action. Existing 
city planning processes and laws, as well as individual and institutional networks of the disaster focal point, 
influenced the range of participation from different groups. Practically, the approach needs to continue to build 
long term business cases for engagement in collaborative platforms and actions.

7.

Recommendations for scale-up the impact
Take a national approach - Evolve the approach, so national Sendai focal points and key national actors engage 
robustly with cities on urban resilience, promoting normative standards, multi-city or transboundary 
collaboration and support at scale. The evolved approach should be adaptable to national frameworks and laws. 
A national approach also strengthens the consistency and complementary of local plans especially as scorecard 
indicators are embedded in Sendai framework monitoring. ISO 37123 for Sustainable cities and communities, as 
a reference benchmark along with ISO 37120 and ISO 37122  provide additional benchmarks and guidance. The 
approach should continue to support national actors to initially invest in localising (using local language, actors 
and resources) and contextualising the tools (adapting to frameworks, strategies, laws, prioritises, existing funds, 
opportunities and hazards) the tools. Additionally, robust engagement, supports replicating models (focusing on 
long-term institutional collaboration), as well as aligning with regional and international disaster risk reduction 
knowledge and resources. The recommendation recognises national and sub-national authorities are positioned 
with resources, convening power and networks to address disaster risk reduction on the appropriate scale. 
Similarly, the recommendation recognises urban resilience is not confi ned with city resources and boundaries but 
needs transboundary, eco-system, multi-stakeholder and ministerial and regulatory engagement. Further 
consideration outside the evidence in this evaluation is needed to clarify the role of the UN country team, regional 
and international donors and organisations. The UN country team role needs further research.

Simplify what resilience means for stakeholders - Collate and evolve generic user-friendly introduction to 
disaster risk reduction modules with guidelines for national and regional contextualisation. These modules 
recognise that stakeholders have wide-ranging competencies and unlikely aware of how their work and 
institutions contribute or can contribute to disaster and climate risk reduction or resilience. Modules for 
contextualisation, with case studies, should consider explaining terminologies and approaches for

Position disaster resilience for the long term - Evolve the approach to encourage the positioning of disaster risk 
reduction or resilience focal points to build a long-term coalition of political, regulatory, departmental, planning, 
administrative and legislative and non-government stakeholders for resilience. Maintaining willingness and 
support for understanding resilience and implementing capacity requires a broad coalition of actors from 
government political, administrative, legislative as well as non-government stakeholders in academe, civil society 
and the private sector. The approach should promote city level efforts to advocate for support beyond single 
election terms and planning cycles by promoting cross-party collaboration in the legislature, new laws, investing in 
structural change at city planning and heads of department levels as well as the positioning of the DRR focal 
point in city strategic planning or executive function. The approach should also promote mechanisms to 
continually engage global, regional and national actors to achieve and maintain this coalition. Mechanisms include 
direct national interventions as well as city-to-city networks, international organisations as well as multi-national 
bodies such as ASEAN or risk-focused initiatives for private sector like ARISE. 

1.

2.

3.

Disaster risk scope, terms and frameworks.
Climate risk scope, terms and frameworks covering mitigation, adaptation and development of climate scenarios.
Defi ning the range of risks – natural and human-made, from natural hazards, to pandemics to cyber-security.
Benefi ts and models of multi-sector and multi-stakeholder collaboration.
Benefi ts and models of nature-based, eco-systems and environmental approaches to resilience.
Technical and fi nancial support at national regional and global levels.

35 ISO 37123 complements other standards in the series on smart cities indicators that include ISO  37120, Sustainable cities and communities – 
Indicators for city services and quality of life, and ISO 37122, Sustainable cities and communities – Indicators for smart cities.
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Build a coalition of stakeholders for implementation - Evolve the approach to promote long term wide-ranging 
coalition of stakeholders and sectors to implement local disaster and climate resilience actions at scale. 
Building a coalition requires the space, time, political will and convening power to move stakeholders beyond the 
constraints of individual local and national planning processes, institutional mandates, networks and political 
conflicts. Making this happen requires not just the sharing of good practice but also links to investments in 
national institutions and Sendai Framework focal points. Depending on the local and national context, this could 
involve planning engagement efforts through building business cases or approaching professional networks, 
chambers of commerce or promoting local academic research or conferences and engagement of media and 
citizens. Achieving this requires establishing early with national stakeholders and leading cities user-friendly 
guidance tools to identify minimum participation required to implement risk reduction actions, at key stages of 
planning and implementation over a long period of time. UNDRR could develop tools which would help cities 
improve partnership mapping and engagement.

Open pathways for fi nancing - Evolve the approach to highlight opportunities to engage or build the capacity of 
cities to develop concept notes and feasibility studies for resilience building actionable and bankable projects. 
The approach should open pathways for cities to engage potential donors or national governments. Cities should 
be guided on how to use risk profi les, scorecard baselines or strategic actions beyond the cities’ resources, 
institutional or administrative boundaries to create actionable and bankable projects. Support could include linking 
with service providers to connect to fi nancing such as developing concept notes or feasibility studies for systems 
at risk. Future approaches should also articulate how the UN Country Team could recognise the action plans to 
support UN projects as well as engage the team to explore fi nancing and implementation options or support. 

Open pathways to climate change - Evolve the approach to provide the knowledge, space and time for 
stakeholders to have a shared understanding of future risk, resilience and fi nancing opportunities from both 
climate change mitigation and adaptation. This recognises the long-term nature of resilience building. 
Approaches should articulate how climate institutions can communicate user-friendly scientifi c data, including 
future climate scenarios and recommended actions. Also, the approach should articulate opportunities in 
climate mitigation for resilience building as well as issues related to air quality, traffi c, liveability, energy supply 
and nature-based solutions.

Open pathways for transboundary and stakeholder collaboration - Evolve the approach to facilitate engagement 
in the planning process of stakeholders sharing ecosystems relevant to disaster and climate risks. This should 
introduce pathways to address future environmental, climate and urbanisation scenarios. In future interventions 
UNDRR could promote partnership engagement skills, guidance and tools.

Continue to grow and support long term networks - Continue to build disaster and climate risk reduction networks, 
awareness and conversations in national, regional and global city-to-city learning, institutions and networks. 

Plan for mainstreaming into city strategic plans over time - Prepare profi les for mainstreaming into city 
development and zoning plans, especially where initial interventions do not align with city strategic planning. 
The diagnostic and action planning process are not always aligned to inform city strategic development or zoning 
plans. Thus, a process is needed to capture for use in these plans the profi les and conversations, reflecting 
awareness raising and understanding of risk.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.
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APPENDIXES 
Appendix 1 – Terms of Reference
The following are the main relevant elements of the Terms of Reference

Terms of Reference - Final Evaluation (EC DEVCO Project)

Job Opening number : 19-United Nations Offi ce for Disaster Risk Reduction - 127439 – Consultant
Job Title                : Project Evaluation Consultant
Department/ Offi ce : United Nations Offi ce for Disaster Risk Reduction
Duty Station               : Virtual/remote with expected travels
Organizational Unit : UNDRR

Duty and Responsibilities
1. Background 
‘Making Cities Sustainable and Resilient: Implementing the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 
at the Local Level’ is a joint initiative between the UN Offi ce for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNDRR) and UN-Habitat, 
supported by the European Commission DEVCO.  It aims to improve the understanding of, and capacity to, address 
disaster risks at the local level, including in crisis-prone cities, to support national and local disaster risk reduction 
(DRR) and Climate Change Adaptation (CCA) strategies. The Action has a global focus however particular attention is 
given to Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and Small Island Developing States (SIDs) as the areas where most gain 
stands to be made. 

The initiative contributes directly to achieving Sustainable Development Goal 11 ‘Make cities inclusive, safe, resilient 
and sustainable’, specifi cally targets 11.5 and 11.b, and builds on the achievements of the Hyogo Framework for 
Action 2005-2015, and paves the way toward the implementation of the Sendai Framework for DRR 2015-2030 at the 
local level, and the recently adopted New Urban Agenda.

The initiative covers 5 result areas with 2 respective implementing partners (UNDRR and UN-Habitat). UNDRR is 
responsible for the following result areas:

Result 1: Increased commitments to build 
local-level resilience (implementation of Sendai 
Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030).

Result 2: Local resilience and investments measured.

Result 4: Capacity is built in cities and local 
governments to develop and implement integrated 
local climate and disaster resilience action plans.

Intervention Logic

At least 560 cities & local governments
join the Making Cities Resilient Campaign 
andendorse the “10 Essentials”.

At least 200 cities & local governments
assess their gaps and progress 
in addressing local resilience.

At least 20 local governments have 
a Resilience Action Plan, and several begin
implementation of the Action Plans.

Indicators



a)
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ii.
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c)
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2. Objectives and purpose of the evaluation 

3. Evaluation Criteria & Questions

With respect to UNDRR action only:

The evaluation ultimately seeks to gauge the overall result of the efforts invested in the Action, with the focus on the 3 
components (results) executed by UNDRR, but also in the cross cutting / integrated activities respective to the 
Expected Outcomes. The main emphasis should be placed on Action results, lessons learned and recommendations 
for the way forward. Findings in the evaluation should be exemplifi ed with evidence-based data emanating from 
specifi c contributions.

The following evaluation questions are proposed in accordance with the evaluation criteria following the traditional 
practice of evaluating development aid, formalised by the OECD-DAC (the fi rst 5 criteria), and to the specifi c EC 
requirements (the last 2 criteria).

Assess the Action’s outputs and degree of achievement of the expected objectives/results; Refer to Joint 
Project Agreement (Appendix 1 Action Document)
Examine the relevance, effectiveness, effi ciency, stakeholder ownership, internalization, sustainability and 
impact of the Action
Identify the lessons learned of the Action and propose recommendations to scale-up the impact

Relevance: The extent to which the objectives of a development intervention are consistent with benefi ciaries' 
requirements, country needs, global priorities and partners' and donors' policies.

Effectiveness: The extent to which the development intervention's objectives were achieved, or are expected to be 
achieved, taking into account their relative importance. The fi nding should provide a clear overview of the outputs 
and their quality as well as the key success/failure factors.

Additionally, the question of relevance should also extend to a review of the methodology/approach developed/
applied by the project. Within the scope of this project, a set of guidelines for self-assessment and 10 Essentials 
for Making Cities Resilient were used in the project implementation. 

On awareness raising, what worked well at the city and global levels? How did awareness raising, particularly at the 
political level, influence other results? (This question is also relevant to ‘Effi ciency’)

Is the Action relevant to the outcome of global frameworks such as SDGs, Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk
Reduction, Paris Agreement and the New Urban Agenda?
Does the rationale of the Action and its objectives support target benefi ciaries to achieve these global
frameworks and respond to their needs and priorities?
How responsive is the Action to opportunities and demands that arise from benefi ciary cities, national 
governments and other partners during the Action implementation?

Did the activities contribute to the achievement of the expected outcomes?
Is there a difference in the actual or expected achievement of objectives? If no, what were the key factors 
affecting the achievement of objectives?
When considering the immediate outputs achieved from the project such as the DRR/resilience action plan, the 
analysis should consider the content/quality of the plans and identify the conditions for success. What were 
the conditions for the successful and the less successful outcomes e.g. high-level commitments, external 
drivers for having the DRR action plans in place, dedicated technical leadership, on-going process, etc.? 

Through discussion with cities, how these products are being used and are relevant for the challenges 
of the cities?
What are the advantages and what are potential limitations of the tools/approach used?
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iii.

iv.

v.

vi.

vi.

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Effi ciency: A measure of how economically resources/inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are converted to results. 

Sustainability: The continuation of benefi ts from a development intervention after major development assistance 
has been completed. The probability of continued long-term benefi ts. The resilience to risk of the net benefi t flows 
over time.

Impact: Positive and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects produced by a development intervention, 
directly or indirectly, intended or unintended.

Coherence/complementarity: 

Community value added: The extent to which the project/programme adds benefi ts to what would have resulted 
from Member States' interventions in the same context.

Were the activities implemented in a cost-effi cient and timely manner to deliver the results?
How appropriate were the different types of partnerships employed to achieve expected results (including 
reflection on the use of contractors/implementing partners)? 
What were the lessons on implementing the multi-country methodological exercises, e.g. bringing people from 
different countries to joint workshops, peer processes, etc.? Were these the most effi cient approaches to 
achieve the results in a cost-effective manner?

To what extent are capacities in place so the benefi ts of the Action continue after the end of the Action’s 
implementation? 
To what extent have the target benefi ciaries institutionalized the processes of scorecard assessment and 
DRR action planning?
Had any network or connection between cities and partners been established to support the continued 
dialogue and learning beyond the Action’s period?
Is there any structure/institutional process created as a result of the Action that are maintained after the end 
of the Action? This can be within the city administration, a linkage to other stakeholders, etc.

What are the outcomes/impact (positive/negative, direct/indirect, tangible/intangible) on the Action’s target 
benefi ciary cities, local governments and their stakeholders?
What are the outcomes/impact (positive/negative, direct/indirect, tangible/intangible) on the Action’s partners 
including academia, NGOs/CSOs partners, and national governments?
What real difference has the Action made to the international, national and local partners and stakeholders?
What is the extent to which the Action has contributed to positive changes? 
How did it influence the work of the national and local institutions? 
Looking beyond the immediate scope of the Action, are the outcomes of the action contributing to creation of 
wider impact? For example, what is the potential of having the DRR/resilience plans integrated into urban 
plans, investment plans or DRR arrangements? How have the awareness and analytical work on disaster risk 
reduction such as the result of the scorecard assessment been translated into a wider city planning/actions to 
strengthen disaster risk reduction, if applicable?

-

-

-

-

Is the Action coherent within the Commission's development programme?
Is the Action coherent/complement with the partner country's policies and with other donors' interventions?

How has the Action brought added value to the target cities by involving UNDRR and partners?
What impact has this Action made that would not have been possible without the intervention?

-
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Appendix 2 – List of people interviewed

INTERVIEWEES

TOTAL

UNDRR 9

2

17

16

19

63

DEVCO

Partners and consultants

City Focal points 

Case studies Additional only

UNDRR

Name Designation

Mutarika (Mai) Pruksapong

Abhilash Panda

Isabel Njihia

Fadi Jannan

Tejas Patnaik 

Ana Thorlund

Sanjaya Bhatia

Stefanie Dannenmann-Di 
Palma

Johanna Granados 
Alcala

Programme Offi cer

External Relations Offi cer

Deputy Head of Offi ce

Assistant Programme 
management Offi cer

Urban Risk Advisor

Deputy Head of Offi ce

Disaster Risk 
Reduction Offi cer

Programme Offi cer

Head of Offi ce for 
Northeast Asia (ONEA) 
and Global Education and 
Training Institute (GETI)

Note

Global coordination 
of the Action

Global coordination 
of the Action

Focal coordinator 
with EC-DEVCO

Former global 
coordination 
of the Action

Regional Focal 
Point - Africa

Regional Focal 
Point - America

Regional Focal 
Point - Arab State

Regional Focal 
Point - Asia

Focal point for 
Mongolia 
(Result 2 & 4)

Organization

UNDRR-GETI

UNDRR-GETI

UNDRR-RPMS

UNDRR-ROE

UNDRR-ROAF

UNDRR-ROAM

UNDRR-ROAS

UNDRR-Pacific

UNDRR-ONEA

1

#

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
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EC DEVCO

Name Designation Note Organization

J. Carlos Edo

Lars Gronvald

Policy Offi cer - Disaster Risk 
Reduction, International 
Cooperation and Development, 
Unit DEVCO C.6 – Sustainable 
Energy and Climate Change, 
Climate Change Sector

Head of Section - Cities, 
DEVCO/C5 –Cities, Local 
Authorities, Digitalisation, 
Infrastructures

EC DEVCO 
contact person

EC DEVCO

European 
Commission

European 
Commission

1

#

2

PARTNERS and CONSULTANTS

Name Designation Note Organization

Tarryn Quayle 

Mark Harvey

Vandana Chauhan

Helmi Abidin

Marco Antonio 
Joaquín Rodríguez 
Corrales

Daniel ARTEAGA 
GALARZA

María KONTRO

Nadeisdha Cisneros

Nuha Eltinay

Carolina Villegas 
(interviewed with 
Ana Liz Flores)

#

1

2

3

6

5

7

8

9

10

4

Deepak Tripathy

Result 2 - IP in Africa

Result 2 - IP in America

Result 2 - IP in Arab States

Result 2 - IP in Asia

Result 2 - IP in Asia

Result 4 - IP in America

Result 4 - IP in America

Result 4 - IP in America

Result 4 - IP in America

Result 2 - IP in Arab States

Result 2 - IP in Asia

Economic Studies 
Coordinator

Director

Senior Coordinator

Disaster Risk 
Reduction (DRR)/
Resilience Coordinator

Local Action Plan 
Consultant (Santo Domingo 
Este & Guatemala City)

Local Action Plan 
Consultant (San 
Juan de Lurigancho)

Local Action Plan 
Consultant (Guayaquil)

Local Action Plan 
Consultant (Tegucigalpa)

international Project

ICLEI Africa

Fundación Humania

Resurgence

AIDMI

UCLG-ASPAC

Individual consultant

Individual consultant

Individual consultant

Individual consultant

Formerly Arab Urban
Development Institute

SEEDS Asia11
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#

CITY FOCAL POINTS

Name Designation City County

Consolate Nakyagaba 
Kiyingi 

Celestino Barbosa 
Afonso

Luisa Sugey 
TAVERAS BELTRE

Allan Hacay-Chang 
Leon

Douglas Fernando 
Rodas Mérida

Celestine Collins

Jean Jules NKENGNE 
SITCHIEWOCK

Kampala

Praia

Santo Domingo Este

Guayaquil

Guatemala Municipality

Kisumu

Yaoundé VI

Uganda

Cape Verde

Republic of 
Dominican 

Ecuador

Guatemala

Kenya

Cameroon

1

2

3

6

5

7

4

Manager Risk, Kampala 
Capital City Authority 

Director, Civil protection 
and fi re fi ghters

Secretaria Técnica

Director de Gestión de 
Riesgos y Cooperación 

Architect

ASSISTANT CITY 
MANAGER I/
COOPERATIONS

POINT FOCAL RRC 
ET ADAPTATION 
AU CHANGEMENT 
CLIMATIQUE

Steve Gawler

Dr. Adel Farid

T. Luke Young

Holly Jane 
SCHOFIELD

Dr. Ahmad 
Gamal Khattab 

Dr. Jalal Dabbeek

Result 4 - IP in the Pacifi c

Result 2 - IP in Arab States

Result 2 - IP in Arab States

Result 4 - IP in America 

Consultant

Result 4 - IP in Arab 
States & City Focal point

Regional Director

Local Action Plan 
Consultant (Nouakchott 
and Khartoum)

Gerente de Resiliencia 
y Adaptación al 
Cambio Climático

Consultant - Extracting 
Lessons Learned

Professor of Political 
Economy and a local 
action plan consultant 
for Ismailia & focal point 
for Ismailia Governorate

Director of Urban 
Planning and Disaster 
Risk Reduction Centre

ICLEI Oceania

Individual consultant

AECOM

Consultant

Suez Canal University, 
Individual consultant

An-Najah 
National University

13

14

16

17

15

12
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Ruben Hernández 
Osorio

Amal Hudhud

Cheikh Tijani Cheikh 
Mohamedou

Ms. Orgiltsogtslokh 
Enkhbaatar

Ms Archana 
Shrestha (Shakya)

Dr. Tariq Bin Yousuf

Ms. Maha El Tahir

Andi Susilo

Saleck Cherif

Tegucigalpa

Nablus

Nouakchott

Ulaanbaatar City

Kathmandu 

Dhaka North City

Khartoum

Cilacap

Nouakchott

Especialista 
en GIR y CC

Head of Strategic 
Planning Department 

New focal point

UB City Policy and 
planning Offi cer

Disaster Management
Department

Environment, Climate and 
Disaster Management 
Circle and Project Director 
(Urban Resilience Project) 

Dr Maha Mustafa

Ministry of infrastructure 
ant transpiration 
Khartoum state

Project Manager

Honduras

Palestine

Mauritania

Mongolia

Nepal

Bangladesh

Sudan

Indonesia

Mauritania

8

9

11

14

15

16

12

13

10

KAMPALA: Additional 16 people met

NAME ORGANISATION Number of people

Deputy executive director 
and 2 team members

Risk management team including 
Kampala DRR focal point

Kampala Capital City Authority

Kampala Capital City Authority

Kampala Capital City Authority

Kampala Capital City Authority

Red Cross Red Crescent 
Climate Centre

Makerere University Centre 
for Climate Change Research 
and Innovations (MUCCRI)

National Union for 
the Disabled persons 

DPHE and DPP Climate change team

Head of strategic planning (Patrick)

Eddie W. Jjemba, urban resilience advisor

Revocatus Twinomuhangi, PhD

Executive director and 2 programme offi cers

3

4

2

1

3

1

1



MONGOLIA
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NABLUS: Additional 3 people met

COUNTED ABOVEIsabel (UNDRR) and KCCA DRR Focal Point

NAME

NAME

ORGANISATION

ORGANISATION

Number of people

Number of people

Dima Awwad

Ana Thorlund

Eddin Abughazaleh

Ms. Orgiltsogtslokh Enkhbaatar

Technical Advisor/ LGRPII / GIZ

Programme Offi cer

Assistant of fi re Chief

UB City Policy and planning Offi cer

Director of the Radio-logical Emergency Team

Director of Urban Planning and Disaster Risk 
Reduction Centre

Head of Strategic Planning Department 

Nasser Tawfi q Jaber Obeid

Dr. Jalal Dabbeek

Amal Hudhud

1

1

1

COUNTED ABOVE

COUNTED ABOVE

COUNTED ABOVE

COUNTED ABOVE

Makerere University - geography
and climate science

Dr. Bamutozu 1
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Appendix 3 – Table of selected data extraction from preliminary scorecard 
assessments 

References

Scorecards referencing national 
standards as prompted

Climate change reference

Referencing city strategic plans

Review institutional arrangements 
new platforms if needed

14

15

17

16

74%

14% 

74% including zoning, maps 
and development plans

51% 

Preliminary scorecards – summary table

Completeness

Participation noted in info section of scorecard

Based on sample of 70 of 241 preliminary scorecard and presented as percentage responses

Data element (used)

Population size

Number of government departments

Number engaging Red Cross

Number engaging NGO/CSO/citizen

Number engaging private sector

Number engaging academe

Self-assessed score out of 141

Scorecard completion level – as % of completed 
action or verification where required in scorecard 

Level of completion of age data 
requested in info sheet 

Level of completion of gender data 
requested in information sheet

Level of completion of poverty and age 
data requested in information sheet

Level of completion indicating a considered 
indicator i.e. one with comments and actions 
appropriate to context with measurable 
actions or aspirations 

Hazards hydrometeorological 
(listed as main hazard in info page)

#

1

9

10

11

12

13

3

4

6

7

8

5

2

Summary result

Average 1,019,424 of sample

Average 7.1 departments

12% of scorecards that presented a list

21% of scorecards that presented a list

12% of scorecards that presented a list

7% of scorecards that presented a list

Average - 47%

78%

43%

18%

45%

68%

85% 
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Appendix 4 – Tables of selected data extraction from action plans

23 action plans – summary table

Completeness and links

Policy coherence

Data point

Level of completeness of actions 
linked 10 Essentials

Level of completion on who is
responsible for actions

Interconnecting indicators within 
Essentials or implementation plan

Structured by 10 Essentials

Level of completion on timebound

Structured by indicators

Climate change reference

Years for plan

Target E or national plan or strategy referenced

Plan referenced of indicates involvement 
of national NDMA or others

SDG

#

2

3

4

6

7

8

10

11

9

5

1

Of 23 action plans and associated documents

90% 

90% 

74% 

57% - including 6 have climate actions; 
3 mention link with climate actors; 5 discuss 
framework or context; one examples 
climate pilot villages – 8 have no reference

32% are 10-years, average 5 and 30% 1 or 2 years

35% mostly limited reference in context

35% reference and 30% partial example 
to national universities or regional government

2 reference

95% 

90% 

30% 

12 SDG and poverty reduction

1 directly references SDG, 1 national 
green policy, 12 reference SDG or similar 
in general context or introduction but 
not actions, 8 no references

13
Actions links to mainstreaming 
- city development plans

83% including land use, zonal, 
contingency and other urban plans

14 Mentioning or using climate projection zero

15 Linking to city budgets

91% - reference city funding including 
3 priced actions, 1 plans to monitor 
DRR in city budget, 91% reference 
city, contingency or emergency funds. 

16 Referencing budgets outside the city

83% commit to investigating funding but in 
diverse ways example on annual cycle, hiring 
consultant for bankable projects , banks, 
insurance, or using NGOs – no clear pattern
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17

18

19

21

24

25

26

27

20

Legislative changes

Donors

Priced

Funding strategy

Red Cross

Civil society

Private sector

Academia

Aligned to national strategy

57% reference legislative changes 
example changing or updating zoning, 
environmental or national laws.

5 mention donors or funders

3 (13%) are priced

22%

Indicate Red Cross in 10 of 23 

75%

75%

83%

13 reference disaster, civil protection 
or climate strategy

Participation in process

Leadership

Government departments

22

23

Most led by city, a few jointly lead with 
civil protection or facilitating university

Text and actions indicate all have significant 
numbers of government departments involved

32 Academia

29 Red Cross 52%

35 Use of sex and age disaggregated data (SADD) 1 has partial data

37 City-to-City networks 70%

30 Civil society 87%

31 Private sector 87%

65%

33
Collaboration platform or 
monitoring multi-stakeholder

78%

Gender

Networks

With standalone gender analysis or action34
1 including ministry of women, 1 gender NGO, 3 
vulnerability analysis or assessments reference

Link to DRR36 2 named link, 2 conferences and 2 national link

Named in actions

Government departments28 100%
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Appendix 5 – Profi le of evaluator

John Ievers is an Irish national with over 25 years’ experience in international disaster risk reduction, management 
climate change and humanitarian assistance. Since 2007, John has worked as a consultant providing evaluation 
services, training, research and program in some of the world’s most challenging environments. John has completed 
more than 50 contracts, including 30 evaluations and feasibility studies including for ECHO, UN, BMZ.

Before working as a consultant, John worked for 8-years with GiZ in response and recovery from conflicts in West 
Africa. John then worked 10 years in Asia, focusing on both resilience-building related to natural disasters and conflict. 

John has a solid academic background with 4 degrees and continues to undertake reviews and researches, some of 
which were published in 2 Global Assessment Reports as well as 2 Asia Pacifi c Disaster Reports. Also, John 
supported training in resilient recovery for local government offi cials across Asia, Europe and North Africa. John is a 
native English speaker but is also fluent in French and has a rusty understanding of Spanish and Indonesian.
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